Putin’s Useful Idiots 


‘The EU and NATO have become tools of US foreign policy.’ (Jeremy Corbyn, NATO 
belligerence endangers us all, in the Communist Party Morning Star, April 16, 2014) 


‘Pouring arms [into Ukraine] isn’t going to bring about a solution, it’s only going to 
prolong and exaggerate [?] this war.’ (Jeremy Corbyn, The Guardian, August 2, 2022) 


‘The United States has overstepped its borders, and in every area.’ (Russian President 
Vladimir Putin, February 10, 2007) 


‘[Russia’s] challenge to western [sic] expansion and intervention in Georgia, Syria and 
Ukraine [has] provided some check to unbridled US power.’ (Corbyn’s former 
Communications Officer Seumas Milne, The Guardian, October 29, 2014) 


‘The main enemy is at home’ (Socialist Worker, February 28, 2022) 


‘Ukraine isn’t a real country. It’s always been part of Russia.’ (US President Donald 
Trump, November 2017 


‘Russians and Ukrainians are one and the same people.’ (Russian President Vladimir 
Putin, February 2020) 


‘...by its ceaseless meddling in the affairs of the West, it [Russia] cripples and disturbs 
our normal development, and this with the object of conquering geographical positions 
which will assure to Russia the mastery over Europe, and thus crush every chance of 
progress...’ (Frederick Engels: Foreign Policy of Russian Tsardom, April 1890.) 


‘We are astonished that in the current discussion of the Oriental question the English 
journals have not more boldly demonstrated the vital interests which should render Great 
Britain the earnest and unyielding opponent of the Russia projects of annexation and 
aggrandisement.’ (Karl Marx, New York Herald Tribune, April 12, 1853) 


‘...in all essential points Russia has steadily, one after another, gained her ends, thanks to 
the ignorance, dullness and consequent inconsistency and cowardice of Western 
governments.’ (Karl Marx, ibid, April 19,1853) 


‘In spite of diplomatic tradition, these constant and successful encroachments of Russia 
have at last roused in the Western cabinets of Europe a very dim distant apprehension of 
the approaching danger.’ (Karl Marx, ibid, April 19, 1853) 


Not for the first time, the far left found itself marching in step with the far right and 
Russia’s President Putin when the Ukraine crisis erupted in early 2022. As part of his 
larger strategy to reclaim the lost territories of the Stalin and Tsarist empires, Putin had 
stationed 130,000 troops, 1,300 tanks, 1,680 artillery and 3,700 armoured vehicles on 
Russia’s border with Ukraine, plus another 30,000 troops in Belarus and 1,000 in 
Moldova, thereby surrounding Ukraine on three sides. The response of the Corbynista 
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‘Stop the War Coalition’ was to accuse the UK and the USA of ‘ramping up the threat of 
war’ and to demand ‘Stop NATO [sic] Expansion’. Honesty requires that on this 
occasion, I must give Corbyn credit for a rare moment of political vision. As long ago as 
April 2014, in an article in the Stalinist Morning Star with the Orwellian title ‘NATO 
belligerence endangers us all’, he complained that the ‘expansion of NATO into Poland 
and the Czech Republic’ had ‘particularly increased tensions with Russia’. As for the 
Ukraine, while he ‘would not condone Russian behaviour or expansion’ it was ‘not 
unprovoked’ because ‘there are huge questions around [?] the West’s intentions in 
Ukraine’ — but not, so it would seem, Putin’s. The problem was, NATO was acting 
‘outside its own area’(as defined, naturally, by comrades Corbyn and Putin) and that the 
EU and NATO had formed a ‘mutual alliance of interference and domination [sic] 
reaching ever eastwards’. Again, nothing about Putin’s reaching ever westwards to 
expand his ‘own area’. As for post-Maidan Ukraine, unlike its previous pro-Russian 
regime, ‘the far-right [was] sitting in the government’, which as a result, was acting 
under the influence of ‘far-right Nazi groups’, whose alleged existence was to serve 
as the pretext for the Russian invasion in 2022. Hardly surprisingly, Corbyn’s Stop the 
War Coalition had already come to the same conclusions. In a Coalition website 
article dated March 21, 2014 and titled, ‘In the game of Great Power Politics, if we 
have to pick a side over Crimea, let it be [sic] Russia.’, its conclusion says: ‘Putin is 
right that the main motivation of the US and NATO has been to encircle and enfeeble 
his [sic] country. It might be a close run thing, but in this instance, Russia has more 
right on its side than the West - which is the same thing as saying, more simply, that 
Putin and Russia are right.’ Indeed it is. 

Two weeks before Putin’s invasion, featured speakers at an anti-NATO online 
Coalition event scheduled for February 11, 2022, included not only Putin’s useful idiot 
Corbyn but his former political adviser, the life-long Stalinist Andrew Murray, and high 
priestess of the Corbyn cult, Mao apologist and anti-Semite, Diane Abbott. Its subject 
was again Orwellian: ‘No war in the Ukraine: Stop NATO [sic] expansion’. The panel of 
guests would be ‘speaking out against NATO’s nuclear aggression and interventionist 
agenda’. (A small detail: The only nuclear threats were those made by Putin. Likewise, 
his was the only ‘intervention’.) The Communist Party’s Morning Star, whose pages 
over the years had been graced by both comrades Murray and Corbyn, likewise directed 
its fire against the west. ‘Russia’s concerns are far from absurd. It demands [sic] no 
further NATO expansion...The anti-war movement should fight the insane war- 
mongering of the British government and oppose NATO’s further expansion.’ Putin’s 
were another matter, with Russian troops permanently stationed in north Georgia, 
Belarus and Moldova, the illegal annexation of Crimea, and the installation and arming 
of two puppet regimes in eastern Ukraine. 

On the very outermost fringes of orthodox Trotskyism, two of the remaining 
remnants of Healy’s Workers Revolutionary Party remained true to Lenin’s 
‘revolutionary defeatism’. The ‘World Socialist Website’, the public face of the 
‘International Committee of the Fourth International’, denounced ‘the US-provoked 
war with Russia in Ukraine’, waged on behalf of a ‘fascist-infested regime in Ukraine’, 
while its other offshoot, still sporting the name Workers Revolutionary Party and 
publishing on-line its daily Newsline, summoned the masses to the barricades in defence 
of what in its eyes remained in all but name the former USSR: ‘Workers must support 
Russia: The UK-USA trade unions must stop war drive by bringing down Johnson-Biden 
governments.’ And replacing them, presumably, with regimes answerable to the WRP. 
(For all its comic aping of Leninist orthodoxy, the WRP couldn’t manage to give the 
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correct date for the Paris Commune, back-dating it by one year to 1870.) On February 
16, 2022, the Newsline’s admittedly limited circle of readers were assured (presumably 
having received assurances from Putin) that ‘Russian troops have completed their 
training drills [sic] in Belarus’ and ‘will begin returning to their bases’. Before the month 
was out, Putin’s tanks were rolling towards Kiev. 

The professional anti-westernist journalist John Pilger likewise excluded the 
possibility that Putin would invade Ukraine, tweeting on December 29, 2021, ‘the great 
danger of 2022 is not Covid but the brainless Biden and NATO’s other Cold War clowns 
trying to provoke Russia from Ukraine next door, Hitler’s blood-soaked invasion route. 
The good news is it’s not working. Russia has proposed sane peace treaties. Happy new 
year!’ Two months later, as Putin’s army prepared itself for the projected onslaught on 
Kiev, Pilger still insisted that not Russia but ‘NATO itself is the real threat to European 
security.’ 

Despite the strong competition, perhaps conspiracy movie director Oliver Stone 
should have taken the biscuit for gullibility, if not mendacity. In 2016, he was 
executive producer for the pro-Putin, Ukrainian-born director Igor Lopatonok’s film 
Ukraine on Fire, which depicted the so-called Maidan revolution which overthrow 
the pro-Putin regime of President Yanukovych in 2014 asa CIA, pro-Nazi coup. 
Stone followed this up with a series of interviews with President Putin, screened on the 
US TV Showtime programme. For someone who, like Corbyn and Trump, admires 
‘strong’ leaders, it should come as no surprise that Stone’s views on certain aspects of 
modern history were not exactly what you might call mainstream. ‘Hitler is an easy 
scapegoat throughout history and it’s been used cheaply.’ If he had said the Jews I 
would agree. But Hitler a ‘scapegoat’’? For what, exactly? The Second World War? 
The Holocaust? Here, Stone has inverted the whole history of Nazism, seemingly 
unaware that far from being a scapegoat, it was Hitler who blamed the Jews for all the 
ills of Germany. But let Stone continue in his role as Hitler’s advocate. Hitler was ‘the 
product of a series of actions. It’s cause and effect.’ (Aren’t all processes?) He had to be 
seen ‘in context’, though what that ‘context’ was, Stone does not say. As for Putin, 
Stone found him to be a ‘a refined individual who speaks quietly, reasonably.’ 

Let me give an example of Putin’s ‘refined’ reasonableness. On September 5, 2023, 
in the course of a TV _ address, he unleashed an anti-Semitic diatribe directed at 
Ukraine’s Jewish President. Western powers had ‘put a person at the head of Ukraine, 
an ethnic Jew with Jewish roots, with Jewish origins. And thus, in my opinion, they 
seem to be covering up an anti-human essence which is the foundation of the modern 
Ukrainian state. And this makes the whole situation extremely disgusting, in that an 
ethnic Jew is covering up the glorification of Nazism and covering up those who led the 
Holocaust in Ukraine at one time — and this is the extermination of 1.5 million people.’ 
Here we have, up-dated but unadorned, the same lie that we have encountered time 
and again in this work, in its leftist, Soviet and Muslim versions: Jews as accomplices 
of the Nazis. 

In addition to his apologia for Hitler, Stone’s stance on human rights was likewise 
a tad left field. Addressing the opening of the second Red Sea Film Festival at Jedda 
in December 2022, Stone said to applause that Saudi Arabia (like Hitler) had been 
‘much misunderstood’, people had judged it ‘too harshly’...perhaps an allusion to the 
condemnations by human rights bodies for the kingdom’s public beheading of deviants 
from the path of true Islam. Stalin too had been given a raw deal by history. And while 
Stone said he did not want to ‘paint him as a hero,’ like Hitler, Stalin also ‘had a 
complete other story’ (‘other’, we are led to assume, than the 20 million deaths his 
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reign of terror had caused) that required ‘a more factual representation‘, ‘because we 
can’t judge people as only “bad” or “good”’, even, it seems, when between them, 
Hitler and Stalin were responsible for the greatest crimes in human history Stone 
claimed he had been ‘able to walk in Hitler’s shoes and Stalin’s shoes’, and had ‘come 
to understand their point of view.’ Genocidal anti-Semitism a ‘point of view’? But for 
Hitler’s (and Stalin’s) Jewish victims, it was a different story. Unlike with Hitler and 
Stalin, ‘context’, namely 2,000 years of persecution and finally, Hitler’s bid to 
exterminate them, counted for nothing. There was no ‘walking in their shoes’ and 
‘understanding their point of view’, and therefore a recognition that as a consequence 
of their history of unrelenting persecution and worse, Jews needed their own homeland. 
Instead, Stone retailed a series of classic anti-Semitic tropes, objecting to their 
‘domination of the media’ and claiming ‘there’s a major [Jewish] lobby in the United 
States [as has said Corbyn]. They are hard [his emphasis] workers. They stay on top of 
every comment, the most powerful lobby in Washington. Israel has fucked up US 
foreign policy for years.’ (Again, as we have seen, Corbyn agreed.) When it came to 
Islam, it was a different story. Stone’s son Sean shared his father’s positive attitude to 
the faith, like his dad, admiring Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who 
presided over thousands of public hangings, many of them while Corbyn was in the 
employ of Iran’s Press TV. With his dad’s approval, (he said to his son, ‘may Allah 
be with you’) he converted to Islam while filming a documentary in Iran. 

As someone with only the haziest grip on reality, just like the useful idiots who 
returned from Stalin’s Russia convinced they had ‘seen the future’, Stone senior really 
seemed to believe that Putin’s Russia was ‘one of the most advanced, if not the most 
advanced country.’ Wikipedia does not agree...but then, it could be subject to the 
influence of the same Jewish ‘lobby’, because it ranks Russia 85" in the world for 
its per capita GDP, which had fallen from $16,000 in 2014 to $10,000 in 2020, 
compared to Ireland, third, with $102,217, and the land of the lobbyists, 21%, with 
$55,359. With an (also falling) population of 145 million, Russia’s GDP in 2022 
was less than that of South Korea, with a population of 52 million. Russian male life 
expectancy is at a Third World level, and since 2019, has been falling (again) at 
more than one year per year, in 2022 to 67.6 years, the same as Haiti, compared to 
Singapore’s at 82. This could have something to do with Russia’s health provision 
being ranked 95" in the world. While one per cent of Russia’s population owns 
60% of its (stolen) wealth, 25% of homes have no inside toilet, and millions, mainly in 
the East, no gas or electricity. Also in the East, with its scores of impoverished 
ethnic minorities, millions live in isolated hamlets with mud tracks for roads and no 
public transportation. Tens of thousands of desperately poor young Asian men, the main 
source of Putin’s cannon fodder, never returned from the battlefields of Ukraine. Even 
more returned maimed for life, while in relatively prosperous Moscow and Peter, every 
attempt was made to insulate their more politically aware populations from _ the 
scourge of Putin’s war. With its semi-criminal, partly absentee ruling class and 
gangster methods of dealing with its opponents, Putin’s Russia, ranked 146" out of 167 
countries in Wikipedia’s Democracy Index, resembled a classic banana republic, 
exporting gas and oil (53% of all exports) to pay for its imported quality consumer 
goods and high tech products, and to finance its huge military budget, at 4.1% of 
GDP, second only to Saudi Arabia’s at 6%. This was Stone’s ‘most advanced country’, 
and Corbyn’s ‘resurgent Russia.’ 

Even after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, Stone saw no reason to backtrack on his 
adulation for Putin. In an interview for the Guardian that appeared on May 2, 2023, he 
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said that Putin was ‘a great leader for his country and the people love him.’ Evidently, 
Stone, like Corbyn, has more than a soft spot for strong leaders, so long as they are 
enemies of his own country, because for Biden, whose military support for Ukraine 
enabled its people to defy Putin’s attempt to enslave them, he has nothing but contempt: 
‘Joe Biden is a cold warrior in the worse sense of the word’, Lenin’s ‘ enemy at home’. 
And, again like Corbyn, what the Putins, Maduros and Ayatollahs get up to in their 
own back yards to remain in power was of little or no concern so long as they remained 
steadfast in their opposition to ‘Western imperialism.’ Given their shared _ political 
perspectives and allegiances, it was no surprise when Stone announced his support for 
Corbyn’s bid to become UK Prime Minister in the general election of December 2019: 


‘To my British friends, do not follow the Murdoch press...give a lesson to the 
warmongers and the ignorants [sic] in the world by giving your vote on December 12" 
to Jeremy Corbyn. I had the opportunity to meet him several times in the last few years 
and I know from my conversations with him that he is a Man [cap in original] for whom 
Peace and Justice should prevail on foreign affairs and international relations [As in 
his friendship with Hamas and Hezbollah, praise for Putin’s ‘resurgent Russia’ and 
close links with dictatorships in Syria, Iran, Cuba, Venezuela and Nicaragua.]...Jeremy 
is the perfect antidote against the bombastic ignorance and nonsense that characterise 
our confusing era.’ The male counterpart to Corbyn Cult High Priestess Diane Abbott, 
Stone concluded his eulogy thus: ‘Not only the UK but the world [sic!!!!] also needs 
Jeremy, a man [why no cap here?] who’s not afraid to fight for peace while defending 
the interests of his country with dignity and independent manner.’ 


Most voters in the UK on December 12 did not agree, because they saw him as 
someone who defended the interests of their country’s enemies. As for ‘the 
world’...he was, like Stone its dictators’ useful idiot. Perhaps their anti-imperialist 
(in reality, anti-Western) zeal had blinded Stone and Corbyn to the stark reality that in 
aligning themselves with some of the most hideous regimes on our planet, they were 
also ranging themselves, like political Canutes, against the flow of history. Ynet 
News, a Jewish website, summed up Stone’s (and, in doing so, also Corbyn’s) politics 
rather well: ‘Stone is known to be a bit too fond of autocrats, mostly because they stand 
steadfast against the American government. His worldview dictates that the United 
States is an empire with incredible power and must be limited on a global scale to 
prevent it destroying nations which it views as enemies, including itself.’ The same 
article revealed that Stone had not voted Democrat in the 2016 Presidential election 
because Hilary Clinton had, to quote Stone, ‘gone too far with Israel’. 

Stone’s political outlook led him, as others of his persuasion have done, to align 
himself with some of the most repressive and retrogressive regimes our planet, all of 
them located, not by chance, either to the east or south, his particular favourites being 
those of Cuba, Iran, Russia and Venezuela. Marx was not the first to recognise that 
what we now call modern civilisation emerged first in north-west Europe, and was 
most stubbornly resisted in regions to the south and to the east, (where reside, also 
not by chance, the regimes embraced by Corbyn and Stone) with the latter especially 
trapped in Trotsky’s ‘hopeless rotations’, incapable, for reasons already discussed, of 
giving birth, like England and Holland, and later France, (western) Germany and 
Scandinavia, to an energetic and innovative bourgeoisie and with it, the emergence of 
a workers’ movement, modern democracy, secularism and individual freedom. By 
contrast, in countries from the Balkans to the furthest reaches of mainland Asia, 
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these territories still bear the slavish birthmarks of Ottoman and Mongol conquest. 
Can it be by sheer co-incidence that all the delegates who either voted against or 
abstained on UN votes against Russia’s invasion of Ukraine were from countries in the 
east or the south? Neither is it by chance that the one country lying to the south and 
east of Europe that has not conformed to this pattern of retarded development (and 
also voted to condemn Putin’s invasion) is the one that the far left is dedicated to 
destroying. 

Like all great historical movements, the one that created western civilisation long 
ago lost its initial energy and idealism, giving way to a time when it was reluctant to 
pay the price necessary to defend it. That is why, as with Hitler’s invasion of Poland 
after the betrayal by the UK and France of the Czechs at Munich, Putin may well have 
seen in the West’s no less pusillanimous surrender to the Taliban and failure to respond 
to his annexation of Crimea, convincing evidence that he could move against the 
Ukraine without risking any serious international repercussions. He certainly had no 
need to fear the reaction of the far left. Corbyn’s ‘Peace and Justice Project’ (sic!!!) 
went into Orwellian overdrive, demanding ‘No war in Ukraine’ and ‘Stop NATO 
Expansion’, while Corbyn’s Coalition partner, the Socialist Workers Party, which had 
also been singing the same Quisling song that ‘the West’s expansion is behind the threat 
of Ukraine war’, was pleased to report that ‘more than half of the people in the US [most 
for sure being Trumpists] say America should “stay out”’ of any involvement in the 
Ukraine crisis.’ Trump and his far right mouthpiece Tucker Carlson agreed. (see below) 

In yet another Orwellian trope, Boris Johnson was accused by the SWP of inventing 
pretexts ‘for a Western military intervention’ at the very moment Putin was doing 
exactly that, staging fake border ‘incidents’, just as Hitler did on the eve of his invasion 
of Poland, to justify his seizure of eastern Ukraine. In fact, Johnson, whose party had 
been the beneficiary of Russian funding to the tune of at least £7 million, came under 
attack from both sides of the House for what was seen as his token response to Putin’s 
aggression, with financial sanctions promised not in a matter of hours or days, but 
‘weeks’ and even ‘months’. With the UK serving as a tax, residential and investment 
haven for Russian oligarchs, and the UK desperately in need of new markets after its exit 
from the EU, Johnson, for all his anti-Putin rhetoric, was obviously going through the 
motions, even warning against ‘Russophobia’. Two incidents involving Johnson caused 
outrage among European politicians. On February 25, as Putin’s tanks rolled across the 
Ukrainian border, Johnson was hosting a fund-raising event in the presence of a Russian 
oligarch’s wife who had donated £2 million to the Tories. Then in a speech at a party 
conference on March 19, he likened Brussels to Putin, and the UK’s Brexit vote to 
Ukraine’s fight for freedom, in the full knowledge that only days previously, Ukraine 
had applied for EU membership, and that it was the EU which had provided the 
mechanisms and means for Ukraine to continue fighting, and unlike Brexit Britain, had 
opened its doors to the millions fleeing Putin’s terror. The UK, with the support of a 
Labour opposition now fully committed under Starmer to a Corbynesque ‘make Brexit 
work’, was the only Western European country not to grant unrestricted asylum to 
Ukrainian refugees fleeing the Russian onslaught. 

Boris Johnson’s dubious, to say the very least, links with Russia’s ruling elite were 
the subject of a Parliamentary debate on July 7, 2022. It was led by Labour Shadow 
Foreign Secretary Yvette Cooper, and concerned an ‘off the record’ meeting Johnson 
had in July 2018 when Foreign Secretary with the former KGB officer Alexander 
Lebedev, the father of Evgeny Lebedev, who was later granted a peerage by as Lord 
Lebedev of Siberia (sic!!!) by Johnson despite serious reservations expressed by UK 


8 


intelligence. He had dual British and Russian nationality, and owned the Evening 
Standard, The Independent and the TV channel London Live. Immensely wealthy, he 
had been on friendly terms with Johnson some years before Johnson awarded him his 
peerage in July 2020. Via the Evening Standard, Lebedev had previously backed 
Johnson’s campaign to be elected Mayor of London. 


Below is the Hansard record of Cooper’s speech: 


We sought this urgent question despite the meltdown in the Government [Johnson resigned as 
Leader of the Conservative Party on the same day] because it goes to the heart of our national 
security. Yesterday the Prime Minister admitted to the Chairs of the Home Affairs Committee and 
the Public Accounts Committee that in April 2018 as Foreign Secretary he met the former KGB 
officer Alexander Lebedev — the father of Lord Lebedev — in Italy without any officials and 
without any security. He went there straight from a NATO meeting, where the top item on the 
agenda was Russia, at the height of the Salisbury poisoning crisis after Sergei Skripal and his 
daughter Yulia had been attacked and before Charlie Rowley and Dawn Sturgess had been exposed 
to the remaining Novichok [poisoning agent]. That was a chemical weapon attack by Russian 
agents on British soil [this was initially challenged by Corbyn] that targeted two British agents, had 
life-changing effects for a British police officer and killed a British citizen. 

On May 10 this year, Alexander Lebedev was sanctioned by the Canadian Government — a Five 
Eyes partner of the UK — for being one of the 14 identified people who, quote ‘have directly 
enabled Vladimir Putin’s senseless war in Ukraine and bear responsibility for the pain and 
suffering of the people of Ukraine.’ The charges against the Prime Minister are about not just a 
lack of integrity but a complete disregard for basic national security and the patriotic interests of 
this country. Those charges lie not just with him but with all those who have enabled him and 
covered up for him on this issue. 

Did the Foreign Office, the Home Office and the Security Service know about the meeting in 
advance? Was a detailed record made of the meeting after the event — there are rumours that the 
Foreign Secretary was too drunk to properly remember. Is that true? [Most likely yes.] There are 
rumours that Alexander Lebedev was trying to arrange a phone call from the meeting with the 
Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov. Is that true? [Ditto] Did that phone call happen? The 
record of Ministers’ interests says that the Foreign Secretary accepted hospitality in Italy for 
himself and a guest but he travelled home alone. Who was that guest? [Quite possibly a Russian 
‘escort’? employed for the purpose.] Did that put him in a compromising position? [Was that a 
rather naughty double entendre?| Yesterday, the Prime Minister referred to several meetings with 
Alexander Lebedev without officials. When were the others? Were any of them while he was 
Prime Minister? The shadow Security Minister, my hon. Friend the Member for Halifax [Holly 
Walker-Lynch], has been asking for confirmation of that meeting for months, so why have the 
Home Office Ministers, Cabinet Office ministers and Foreign Office Ministers all been covering 
up? It is bad enough covering up for parties and breaking the law [a reference to government 
ministers and officials breaking their own lockdown laws during the Covid pandemic], but 
covering over national security is a total disgrace. It puts all our safety and security at risk. It is not 
just the Prime Minister but the whole Government who are letting the country down. [Under 
Johnson and his Tory predecessors, UK armed forces personnel had been reduced by 10,000.] 


Answers to these questions from the Under Secretary for Foreign Commonwealth 
and Development Affairs, Vicky Ford, came there none. Given her junior ranking, she 
was clearly ‘out of the loop’, as indeed seemed to be the intention. So Labour’s Liam 
Byrne turned the knife again.: ‘According to intelligence that I have seen, a serving FSB 
[the Russian Federation successor to the KGB] officer reported in 2017: “Alexsandr 
Lebedev is considered by the FSB to be an important asset.” More recently, he has 
significantly expanded his business in [illegally] occupied Crimea, pleaded with the 
Kremlin for economic help for occupied Crimea, and was revealed as the indirect owner 
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of a company called Energomash, which supplied the Russian nuclear programme. How 
is it possible for the Prime Minster to stay in office if is he is conspiring with an agent of 
the Russian state?’ Johnson’s high profile solo trips to Kiev (politicians from the EU 
went in parties), his photo ops with Ukraine President Zelenskyy were staged, I suspect, 
to cover his tracks, because they contributed nothing to Ukraine’s resistance to Russia, 
most military assistance being coordinated through NATO and the EU. 

With Putin’s invasion looming, the SWP had prepared the ground for its anti-western 
stance by invoking Lenin’s policy of ‘revolutionary defeatism’ which he adopted at the 
outset of the First World War. Stated briefly, it demanded that revolutionaries on both 
sides of a war between two imperialist powers or alliances should, as the Socialist 
Worker correctly explained, ‘target their own ruling class’. Although the SWP stance 
was tactically ‘softened’ by its hypocritical claim that ‘we do not seek to cover up 
Putin’s crimes in Ukraine, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Chechnya and beyond’ (but neither had 
they been the cause of any public protest by the party) it nevertheless made clear that 
‘our starting point is to say we want an end to the system that produces war - and 
therefore our primary enemy is the government at home’ (Emphasis added) - music, if he 
had by chance been listening - to Putin’s ears. Here we have once again what I have 
called the Chomsky principle, that the only government one is called upon to criticise or 
oppose is one’s own - unless of course it happened to be that of the USA or Israel. When, 
at a London Coalition demo, Peter Tatchell challenged this policy by starting a chant 
in support of arming Ukraine and sanctioning Russia (both being policies opposed by 
Corbyn and his Coalition), Tatchell and his supporters were shouted down by stewards 
armed with loud hailers. “The Left’, said Tatchell afterwards, ‘has abandoned its anti- 
imperialism unless it’s against the USA or Israel.’ 

A policy of defeatism is all very well in a country like the UK, where political 
opposition to its overseas military operations can be conducted with impunity, as it was 
during the two Iraq wars and the Falklands conflict, when some on the far left quite 
openly supported armies at war with the UK. But even in peace time, Putin has never 
tolerated organised or even individual political opposition in domestic matters, let alone 
to his foreign policy, arresting and even murdering anyone who posed the slightest threat 
to his rule. So it was only to be expected that when demonstrators took to the streets of 
Moscow and St Petersburg to protest Putin’s invasion of Ukraine, they would be beaten 
and arrested in their thousands, without any protests from not only from the far left, 
which was only to be expected, but from the UK government and the Labour Party. 

The SWP’s anti-western defeatism was therefore knowingly asymmetric, because its 
Russian counterpart could not be legally replicated under Putin’s police regime. While 
the SWP could demand, without fear of legal (or extra-legal) repercussions, that ‘all 
Western [sic] forces are withdrawn from the countries that border Russia and that NATO 
is dissolved, not extended’, anti-Putin Russians, lacking a legal voice, could not make 
equivalent demands of their own government in relation to its occupation of the Ukraine. 
The cynicism of the Stop the War Coalition was shameless. With Ukraine, out-gunned 
out-tanked, out-planed and outnumbered, fighting for every inch of its soil, the 
Coalition’s focus was ‘on the policies of the British government, which [by supplying 
desperately needed arms to Ukraine] have poured oil on the fire throughout this episode 
[sic.... not ‘war’].’ The SWP’s policy was, despite all the anti-Putin rhetoric, in its 
effects, therefore pro-Russian, as demonstrated by the conspicuous absence of the 
customary slogans normally adopted by western leftists when a country is subjected to an 
unprovoked attack by an imperialist power, such as ‘victory to Ukraine’ and ‘Putin Out’. 
Instead, ‘we do not endorse the nature or conduct of either the Russian or Ukrainian 
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regimes’, even though the entire ‘conduct’ of Ukraine’s ‘regime’ was geared to defeating 
Putin’s invasion. (My emphasis) If challenged to justify their stance, the SWP would 
argue that according to the rules of ‘revolutionary defeatism’, demanding that Russian 
troop leave the Ukraine was the responsibility of Ukrainians and anti-Putin Russians, 
despite all the hazards the latter necessarily involved, while the SWP’s task was to 
‘target’? only ‘the enemy at home’, knowing full well that under the much maligned 
‘bourgeois democracy’ of the West, unlike in Russia, there would be no legal 
repercussions, even if its fire was directed solely against the only two organisations that 
were capable of providing support, inadequate though it initially was, to the people of 
Ukraine - the EU and NATO. One consequence of this policy was that there were no 
Coalition demonstrations outside the Russian embassy, unlike those routinely staged 
over decades outside those of Israel and the USA...the two permitted exceptions to the 
Chomsky rule. So as far as the far left was concerned, when it came to it, the 
Ukrainians were on their own And this was internationalism? 

With the prospect looming of a Russian invasion leading to massive Ukrainian civilian 
casualties, readers of Socialist Worker were advised of another Leninist axiom, that ’the 
key issue is not who fires the shot in the war [1.e., Putin]. It’s who is responsible for the 
conditions that produced the conflict’ - that is to say, NATO and the EU, who had not 
fired any shots and understandably, as both the SWP and Putin well knew, had no 
intention of doing so. Less inhibited in its support of Putin than the SWP, the Muscovite 
Morning Star carried on its front page the lead story with the heading: ‘Russian 
communists call for anti-fascist front against “NATO-led Nazification of Ukraine”’, 
Kremlinspeak for ‘invade, occupy, and install or protect a puppet regime’, as in Hungary 
in 1956, Czechoslovakia in 1968 and Afghanistan in 1979. 

Veteran Trotskyists would have recalled that up to the Soviet Union’s collapse in 
1991, unlike its more ‘orthodox’ Trotskyist rivals, the SWP defined the USSR not as an 
essentially ‘progressive’ though ‘deformed’ ‘workers’ state’, but, despite its state- 
owned economy, as ‘state capitalist’, thereby deeming it unworthy of any support by the 
Left, however ‘critical’. In a political summersault rivalling Stalin’s pact with Hitler, by 
echoing the Stalinist Morning Star in its directing its attack solely against NATO and 
the EU, the SWP abandoned its former neutrality by in effect, if notin so many words, 
taking the side of a post-Soviet, conventionally capitalist, imperialist, authoritarian, 
expansionist Russia against a West whose freedoms allowed potentially treasonous 
movements like the SWP to function without let or hindrance. Undeterred by Putin’s 
almost total economic, financial, political, diplomatic, transport, cultural, sporting and 
moral isolation, and by demonstrators across the world proclaiming their solidarity with 
Ukraine’s embattled but defiant people (over 100,000 at Berlin’s Brandenburg Gate) the 
SWP line on the conflict if anything hardened in a feature article by Nick Clarke in the 
Socialist Worker of February 26, two days after Putin launched his invasion. Titled 
‘Why NATO is an alliance built on war’, there was no way that an uninformed reader 
could have gleaned from its more than 1,200 words that the people of the Ukraine, 
civilians as well as soldiers, women as well men from the age of 16 to 60, were engaged 
in a desperate and truly heroic struggle to defend their county’s existence as an 
independent nation. Ukraine is mentioned but once, and even then, simply to lay the 
blame for what it called ‘the war [sic] in [sic] the Ukraine’ (not Putin’s invasion of the 
Ukraine) solely on ‘NATO’s expansion into eastern Europe’...exactly the pretext used by 
Putin to justify his invasion. Putin’s name did not occur once in the entire article. 
Instead, the reader was conducted through a catalogue of crimes committed by NATO 
dating back to its foundation in 1949, the purpose of this exercise being to refute the 
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claim that ‘whether it’s corrupt Russia, authoritarian China or “backward” Islamism’ 
(note the quotes - as we have seen, the SWP does not think “Islamism - i.e. , Jihadism - is 
*backward’), ‘the West, for all its shortcomings, mistakes and excesses, has been the 
spearhead of progress, democracy and freedom in a hostile world.’ All this, the reader 
was told, was a lie. So, the argument continued, ‘when a reactionary, authoritarian 
regime in Russia invades a country [sic] friendly to the West’, (that is near as we get to 
any reference to Putin’s’ invasion of Ukraine) ‘it can be tempting [sic] to try and decide 
which is the “lesser evil’. The SWP was not so tempted. It was certain. It was Russia. 
As Clarke wrote these quite extraordinary lines, millions of Ukrainians were heading for 
sanctuary in the ‘greater evil’...the West. Like the countless millions who had made the 
same journey over the centuries, they were not ‘tempted’, they knew with total certainty 
that their only hope of freedom and safety lay in the very countries Clarke so obviously 
despised, their democracy protected by the military alliance he so obviously would have 
dearly loved to see fall apart, just as he would have the EU. He and those who shared 
his detestation of both, whether they of the far left or right, were due for a 
disappointment. The Ukraine crisis, far from weakening NATO and the EU, made them 
both stronger, by proving their necessity for Europe’s defence of its freedoms. However, 
it should have been a source of much needed comfort for the SWP that its campaign for a 
leave vote in the EU referendum contributed, albeit modestly, to the marginalisation of 
the UK’s role in the resistance to Putin’s aggression against the West, and that its 
government now spoke to the free world with a voice that few listened to, and with 
slashing cuts in the UK’s military budget, made promises of action in its defence that 
even fewer took seriously. How ironic that as the UK waved goodbye to Europe to 
regain, so we were told, its lost freedoms, Ukraine should apply to join the EU to 
preserve them. 

I have this to say to Putin useful idiot Clarke and those like Trump and Farage who 
shared his NATO and Euro phobias: If the choice of Ukraine’s refugees was grounded in 
an illusion as to the freedoms of the West, let them name one occasion in history in 
which the movement of refugees and migrants has been in the opposite direction, away 
from the west to the east, to the embrace of ‘Mother Russia’, or south to the realm of 
Allah. Perhaps influenced, like most far leftists today seem to be, by critical race theory, 
unlike one of his supposed mentors, Karl Marx, Clarke had not one good word to say 
for the West. He tells us that the ‘version of capitalism adopted by most of the West 
didn’t come from any particular enlightened thinking. Instead, it was due to sheer 
economic interests on behalf of the US and profit for American industry’ - without 
which, the Allies could well have lost the Second World War. How Marx, himself a 
product of this very same culture, would have enjoyed trashing Clarke’s vulgar, crude 
economic determinism, with all of western civilisation’s achievements being reduced to 
a quest for profit - the Enlightenment, its classical music, art, literature, science, 
technology, philosophy, political and social reforms...the list goes on. So much for the 
manifold sins of the West. 

However, true to the principles of ‘revolutionary defeatism’, with its insistence that 
the main - indeed it would seem in this instance, the only - enemy being ‘at home’, we 
learn nothing of the sins of the ‘East’ - the Soviet-controlled Warsaw Pact’s crushing of 
the Hungarian Revolution of 1956 and Czechoslovakia’s ‘Prague Spring’ of 1968, or of 
the totalitarian puppet regimes the Kremlin maintained in power for more than four 
decades. Even more to the point, nowhere in this disgusting, shameful, cynical article is 
the case or a call made for solidarity with the Ukrainian people in their resistance to 
Putin’s invasion, or with those brave Russians who took to the streets to show them their 
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support. After his gratuitous denigrating, belittling of and sneering at the achievements 
and values of western civilisation, Clarke concludes by accusing not Putin, but NATO, 
of having brought not ‘peace or democracy, but war’ and demanding that ‘any true 
socialist should stand up and oppose NATO and the system of imperialist rivalries that it 
represents.” On the same day that Clarke’s article appeared, February 26, two days after 
Putin launched his unprovoked invasion of Ukraine, CND, Stop the War Coalition, 
Codepink and No to NATO Network held what was billed as an ‘International 
Emergency Online Rally, under the rubric: ‘No War in Ukraine - No to NATO’. Anyone 
not au fait with the real situation would have reasonably assumed that it was NATO that 
was invading Ukraine, not Putin. At the head of the list of speakers was, inevitably, that 
very personification of anti-Natoism, the veteran all-purpose useful, in this instance, to 
Putin, idiot, Jeremy Corbyn. 

While millions were united in their support for Ukraine, and outraged at the 
megalomaniac seeking to subjugate and colonise its people, on the far left and right there 
was there silence, or even worse, awestruck admiration for the heir of Stalin and Ivan the 
Terrible. Others on the left attempted to finesse their stance, even though, as with Clarke, 
it still necessarily followed that opposition to NATO and all its works required that ‘true 
socialists’ - that is, the SWP and its Coalition partners in treason Murray, Corbyn, 
Abbott et al - should do all in their power to hinder the supply of desperately-needed 
military hardware to the Ukrainians, while doing nothing to inhibit Putin’s bid to enslave 
them. Readers will recall that the SWP adopted a similar policy towards the Kurds, who 
they denounced as ‘western pawns’ for accepting US military needed for their resistance 
to the Islamic State, while at the same time supporting Islamic State offshoots in Nigeria 
and east Africa. And while demanding the disbanding of NATO, neither did the SWP 
oppose Iran and Syria supplying military hardware to their terrorist, anti-Semitic 
clients Hamas and Hezbollah. Yet again, the same double standards the same selective 
solidarity. Ukrainians, like the Kurds, must not accept arms from NATO, but regimes 
and terrorists who will use them to kill Jews can accept them from Russia and its allies, 
since it is a question of supporting what Lenin called the ‘revolutionary East’ against the 
‘counter-revolutionary West’. I suggest to comrade Clarke that he puts this thesis on the 
relative merits of the East and West, one that he clearly endorses, to the test by taking up 
residence in Russia and then publishing in his name an article as hostile to the Putin 
regime as he is to the political system which permits him to hurl insults at it week after 
week, and allows him to demand the disbanding of the military alliance which protects 
his and his comrades’ right to do so. Just as one would expect, the SWP’s duplicitous 
stance on Ukraine was endorsed by hard core Corbynista MPs, eleven of them Labour, 
and two from whom the Labour whip had been withdrawn, Corbyn himself for his denial 
of the scale of Labour anti-Semitism under his leadership, and Claudia Webbe after her 
conviction for harassment, which included threats of an acid attack on a woman. They 
had signed a Stop the War Coalition statement which opposed the ‘eastwards expansion’ 
of NATO (Putin’s pretext for his invasion of Ukraine), accused the UK government, not 
Putin, of ‘sabre rattling’ and opposed Ukraine’s right to apply for membership of NATO, 
which, as a sovereign state, it had every right to exercise. But, like Putin, whatever 
international law might say, his useful idiots did not believe that Ukraine should be 
allowed to act like a sovereign state. Since Ukraine supposedly lay within the Russian 
‘sphere of interest’, its policies, as also those of NATO, should be subject to veto by 
Moscow. (A matter of days after the Russian invasion of Ukraine, Sweden and Finland, 
also supposedly located within this same ‘sphere’, were warned that a similar fate also 
awaited them if they applied to join NATO, a warning they both ignored. Until 1917, 
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Finland, like the Ukraine, had been part of the Russian empire, and had then successfully 
defied Stalin’s attempt to reclaim it in the so-called Winter War’ of 1939-40.) After 
reportedly being advised that ‘you can be a mouthpiece of the Kremlin or a Labour MP, 
but not both’, to the scorn of the SWP, all eleven Labour MPs beat a tactical retreat and 
withdrew their names from the Coalition statement. With nothing to lose, those of 
Kremlin mouthpieces Corbyn and Webbe remained. 

Tactical adjustments in the far left’s public stance on Ukraine became increasingly 
necessary as media coverage exposed the wanton brutality of Putin’s invasion, including 
mass rape, the killing of civilians and the videoed castration and then murder of a 
Ukrainian prisoner. (A similar video was later circulated of Russian soldiers beheading 
a Ukrainian prisoner of war with a knife, and then holding his head aloft ona spike.) 
What did not change were the unrelenting attacks on NATO, without whose military 
support, Ukraine’s continued defiance of Putin would have been impossible. With 
Russian tanks in the outskirts of Kiev, Diane Abbott, casting nuance aside, insisted 
that ‘the claims that Russia is the aggressor should be treated skeptically’, that ‘the 
destabilization [sic] in the region comes from a continued eastern expansion of NATO’, 
not, evidently, the westward movement of Putin’s tanks. Her non-sequitur that ‘the 
public is opposed to war with Russia’ was laughable. No-one had proposed ‘war with 
Russia’, as even Abbott must have known, though Putin had threatened a nuclear one 
against the West. And as always, there was the ever-present ‘hand of Israel’, to quote 
Corbyn, with allegations on the ‘wearecorbyn’ (sic) website that Jewish Ukrainian 
President Volodymyr Zelenskyy was the front man for a Zionist/neo-Nazi plot against 
Russia. Then there was no less Corbynista ‘Labour Left Alliance’, with its opposition to 
‘sending “lethal” aid to Ukraine and imposing sanctions on Russia’ and as two of its 
slogans, the Corbynesque ‘abolish NATO’ and the SWP’s ’the main enemy is at home.’ 
(UK Dock workers obviously did not agree, because in the best tradition of international 
working-class solidarity, they refused to touch Russian vessels moored at British ports.) 
As with wearecorbyn, the LLA had detected evidence of a Jewish conspiracy in 
Ukraine’s resistance to Putin’s demands. Zelenskyy was ‘a Zionist who works with 
fascists’ (as Jews do). In Ukraine’s most recent general election, in 2019, the far-right 
ultra-nationalist Svoboda, Ukraine’s ‘Nazis’, secured, 2.15% of the votes and no seats. 
This was the party, with I repeat zero seats, that Putin’s invasion was supposedly to 
liberate Ukraine from. The election was won by the centrist Servant of the People party, 
with 43.16% of the vote and 256 seats of a total of 450. In the Presidential elections of 
the same year, Zelenskyy of the same party, won 73.22% of the second-round vote. 
Unlike Putin’s effectively one-party Russia, multi-party ‘Nazi’ Ukraine had free 
elections. 

The Guardian’s reporting was more nuanced that Abbott’s typically clumsy re- 
hashing of the pre-invasion Corbynite anti-NATO line, and to be fair, it soon became 
unreservedly anti-Putin, but it still a made a fleeting appearance in its coverage of an 
allegedly ‘pacifist’ rally in Rome on March 6, a ‘procession of peace’ that was 
‘demonstrating against Putin but also NATO’. Yet marchers only chanted ‘No base, no 
soldiers, Italy out of NATO’...but not ‘Putin out of Ukraine’, a selective pacifism 
reminiscent of Stalin’s Stockholm-based campaign against western nuclear weapons 
while he was developing and testing his own ‘peace bomb’ (c.f. Chapter 13) and of the 
Peace Pledge Union’s during the Second World War, in which it dismissed reports of the 
Holocaust as anti-German propaganda and supported a Nazi victory that would bring to 
the world (save for the Jews and other untermenschen) peace and social justice. (c.f. 
Appendix VUI) With the invasion into its second week, and as Putin’s tanks and artillery 
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laid siege to Ukraine’s largest cities, bombing and shelling civilian targets, still we had 
‘the enemy is at home’, the ‘enemy’ being NATO, the one force that stood between Putin 
and the crushing of Ukrainian resistance. As one of the Rome demonstrators explained, 
‘here no one believes we make peace with arms, that we make it by sending arms to one 
of the parties [i.e., Ukraine].’ The logic of this argument is that ‘peace’ follows surrender 
to whoever has the most arms. The next day, March 7, central London, beginning outside 
the BBC headquarters and ending in Trafalgar Square, (not the Russian embassy in 
South Kensington be it noted) was the arena for a classic far leftist hijacking operation 
staged by the Corbynista Stop the War Coalition and the Campaign for Nuclear 
Disarmament. (Corbyn was a co-founder and Chairperson of the first and was at this time 
Vice President of the second.) Doubtless most of those marching, many displaying 
Ukrainian flags and carrying home-made placards attacking only Putin, were motivated 
purely by their solidarity with Ukraine, and unlike the demo’s organisers, would have 
had no problem with its seeking military and other aid from the West. But most of the 
standardised, and therefore, professionally made placards did. None attacked Putin. 
Instead, one held aloft said: "No to War No to NATO Expansion’, faithfully echoing 
Putin’s pretext for his invasion. Others were more nuanced (after all, it was supposed to 
be an anti-Putin demo), saying both ‘Stop the war - Russian Troops Out’ and ‘No to 
NATO Expansion’, thereby maintaining, albeit in a necessarily attenuated form, the 
Leninist orthodoxy of ‘revolutionary defeatism’. Posters on display at other similar, 
smaller scale events included ‘We say no war with Russia’, ‘Disband NATO’s war 
machine’ (but not Putin’s), ‘End NATO and US imperialism’ (again, but not Putin’s), 
‘Raise wages, not wars’ (sic), ‘Oppose US/EU/NATO Axis of domination’, “Hands off 
Donetsk and Lugansk (Ukraine’s hands that is, both being Russian puppet states in 
eastern Ukraine) and a couple from across the pond, ‘No war with Russia for Wall 
Street’ and ‘US/NATO: No war on Russia and Donbass’ {where the two Putin puppet 
states are located). 

The rank opportunism of the far left on another issue but still, as it turned out, one 
related to Ukraine, had an ironic twist. For all their vaunted internationalism, the pro- 
Brexit stance of Corbyn and the SWP had over the years complemented, albeit in a 
modest way, Putin’s anti-EU intrigues, and both came to fruition when charity vans 
carrying essential supplies to Ukrainian refugees were turned away at Dover because 
they had not fully complied with Brexit regulations. Movement was also restricted in the 
opposite direction, again due to the Brexit campaigned for by the far left. In April 2023, 
entry visas were denied to members of a Ukrainian orchestra scheduled to tour the UK. 
While EU states had already opened their borders to two million Ukrainian refugees 
fleeing the Putin terror (later it rose to five million) granting them a minimum stay of 
three years, in two weeks, the UK’s Home Office, which over the best part of two 
decades had put out the welcome mat for bent Russian oligarchs, no questions asked, had 
managed to issue all of 50 visas to those fleeing the predations of their liberator in the 
Kremlin, and at that, only to refugees with close relatives in the UK. There was no 
protest at this outrage by a Labour Party newly bent on ‘getting Brexit done’ better than 
the Tories. (By supporting Brexit, the SWP repudiated the policy advocated by 
Trotsky in 1923, which was one of a united, but still capitalist, states of Europe, 
just as Brexit Tories had Churchill’s Vienna speech of 1947 advocating the same 
objective.) Meanwhile, EU Ireland, population five million compared to Brexit Britain’s 
67 million, agreed to accept 100,000 refugees. Israel, a country no larger than Wales, 
agreed to take the same number. The UK did, however, still have room for upwards of 97 
Russian oligarchs who had thus far escaped any sanctions. 
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If, as seemed likely, party-political resistance to accepting the UK’s share of 
Ukrainian refuges was motivated by a cynical desire to appease Brexiteers, it was a 
serious miscalculation. The normally pro-Tory press and 75% of the public favoured the 
same ‘open door’ adopted by EU member states. Sensing the public mood, with polls 
showing a 60% majority critical of the government’s abject failure to match the level of 
sanctions being applied by the EU, from the leftist Guardian, Independent and Mirror to 
the Tory Telegraph, Daily Mail and Express and the Murdoch Times, the press reveled in 
uncovering the labyrinthine dependency on ‘dirty’ Russian money of hallowed UK 
institutions from football clubs, the Tate gallery, the House of Lords (Boris Johnson 
overrode MI6 objections to award a peerage to Moscow-born oligarch Evgeny Lebedev) 
and the Tory Party to academe and symphony orchestras. Intentionally or not, what they 
were exposing was what had been for years a tacit Tory policy of Brussels out, Moscow 
in. With Moscow now also on the way out, Allah could be confidently expected to take 
up the slack, augmenting his already powerful grip on the same or similar institutions 
colonised by Moscow. Like the Kremlin’s, Allah’s gold buys compliance with and 
silence about his realm’s vile practices, as Newcastle United manager Eddie Howe 
discovered when he found himself unable to condemn the 81 executions carried out in 
one day by his Saudi employers. 

At the very moment the London demo marchers were assembling behind the far left’s 
cryptic placards, with their opposition to NATO’s eastward expansion mingling with 
calls for ‘peace’ (but no attacks on Putin), 2,000 kilometers away, Ukraine’s leaders 
were imploring NATO not to halt its extension to the east, but to continue it, to admit 
Ukraine to NATO membership, and to take more resolute action against their invaders, 
if not by creating a no-fly zone over their country, then at least by supplying it with 
fighter jets that could enable the Ukrainians to do so for themselves, a proposal agreed 
to by Poland, but vetoed by Biden. Rarely if ever could there have been a demonstration 
whose ostensible purpose was so utterly opposed to the real intentions and principles of 
its organisers, the Coalition, which saw its enemy as being always ‘at home’, and a no 
less ‘defeatist?’ CND (Vice President comrade Corbyn) which opposed the UK’s 
possession of nuclear weapons as it did the UK’s membership of NATO, but not the 
nuclear weapons of Russia and its creation of puppet regimes beyond its borders. 
Ironically, far from Putin’s attack on Ukraine having divided and weakened NATO and 
the EU, as many on the extremes of left and right would have hoped, it united, if not 
completely, both as never before, and at the same time and for the same reason, 
lengthened the queues of nations seeking to join them, as the UK followed its chosen 
course towards global isolation, economic stagnation, political impotence and diplomatic 
irrelevance. On March 2, with Putin palpably failing to achieve any of his objectives, 
Corbyn came up with a proposal that if accepted by Ukraine’s leaders, would enable him 
to do so. Drawing on all his long and rich experience of total failure to solve any of the 
world’s conflicts, let alone win an election in his own country, he said: ‘Why don’t we 
[sic] cut out the fighting zone, and go straight to the talking zone?’ And why not indeed, 
seeing as ‘all wars end with dialogue’. Or at least, so said Corbyn. Admittedly, I was 
only nine years old at the time. Even so, I still have a very clear recollection of the 
Second World War ending, not with a Corbynesque ‘dialogue’ for ‘peace’ between 
Hitler and the Allies, but Nazi Germany’s total military annihilation and unconditional 
surrender, and the conviction and execution of most of its leaders at the Nuremberg 
Trials. But then, like much else requiring elementary factual knowledge, at a minimum, 
average powers of reasoning, and something at least resembling a grip on reality, history 
was not Corbyn’s strongest suit, though playing the role of useful idiot most certainly 
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was. When, on March 7, Putin got into Corbyn’s ‘talking zone’ (while continuing to rain 
down terror on Ukraine’s civilians), it was not so much to have a ‘dialogue’ as to 
confront Ukraine’s leaders with an ultimatum, one comprising terms that they had 
already rejected as non-negotiable because they would require Ukraine surrendering its 
sovereignty and large tracts of its territory. In return for a cessation of hostilities that 
were begun by Russia, Ukraine would be required to, quote ‘make amendments to [its] 
constitution according to which Ukraine would reject any aims to enter any bloc’, this 
also being the demand, not coincidentally I would suggest, made both by Corbyn and 
his Coalition that there should be no ‘eastward extension of NATO’. Ukraine would also 
have to ‘recognize that Crimea is Russian territory’ (seized illegally in 2014) and 
‘recognize that Donetsk and Lugansk are independent [in reality, Russian puppet] states. 
So there we had it, Corbyn’s ‘talking zone’ and ‘dialogue’. As Ukraine’s leaders did not 
respond in a like spirit, that is, make the (illegal) concessions demanded, those who 
wanted ‘peace’ above all else knew whom to blame. 

Perhaps tiring of repeating the ‘No Eastern Expansion of NATO’ mantra, on March 
8, Socialist Worker directed an ‘enemy at home’ broadside against NATO’s partner in 
crime, the European Union. (Let me remind the reader again that the SWP joined forces 
with the Euro-sceptic right - and far right - in calling and campaigning for a leave vote in 
the referendum of 2016.) The article, European Union leaders use war to extend military 
influence in region, claimed to have uncovered a conspiracy by EU leaders to exploit a 
‘fear of Russian influence ‘[sic...not tanks] among state leaders in eastern Europe’ to 
enlarge the EU and create ‘an EU military force’. Note that while Putin, despite his 
invasion of Ukraine (nowhere condemned) only had ‘influence’, the EU planed ‘a 
military force’ whose real purpose was not defence but an intrusion into Putin’s 
expanding bailiwick. And Socialist Worker, with its sights trained on the ‘enemy at 
home’, not Moscow, was none too pleased: ‘Georgia, which sits on the Black Sea, to the 
south of Russia, and Moldova, which is west of Ukraine [wrong; to its south], last week 
submitted applications to join the bloc. They joined Ukrainian President Volodymyr 
Zelenskyy’s plea for rapid entry at the European parliament last week.’ Why Zelenskyy 
would do this, and with such urgency, remained a mystery. Could it have been that his 
country had just been invaded by Russia? And it gets worse for the SWP: ‘For the first 
time last week the EU announced it would purchase and deliver weapons in its own 
right’, this being totally contrary, like sanctions against Russian oligarchs, to SWP, 
Coalition and Corbynista policy. That denying Ukraine access to NATO weapons would 
undermine its resistance to Putin’s invasion was of no concern to the revolutionary 
defeatists of the SWP, who, as always, had their eyes firmly trained on ‘the enemy at 
home’, this being not only NATO, but an enlarged, eastern-oriented EU: ‘As Ukraine 
burns [by spontaneous combustion perhaps?], we are already seeing the new shape of the 
European Union. Expansionist empire building [not by Putin, ca vas sans dire], rising 
budgets for new military forces and more emboldened “interventionist” [western we can 
be sure] politicians will help ensure the cycle of conflict has many more years to run.’ As 
for solidarity with Ukraine and condemnation of Putin’s invasion...not a word. 

There was, however, solidarity on display- with Putin - at the United Nations General 
Assembly when, on March 2, it overrode the previous Russian veto on the Security 
Council to condemn Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. 141 delegates voted for the motion. 
Those voting against, in addition to Russia, were its colony, Belarus, and Eritrea, North 
Korea, and Syria. Another Putin ally, Venezuela, did not vote. Among the 35 nations 
abstaining was Iran, which had it not been engaged in negotiations with western powers 
to end sanctions against its nuclear programme, would in all likelihood have voted in the 
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same spirit as the pro-Russian speech of its delegate during the debate on the resolution. 
It could have just as easily been an article in Socialist Worker or on a Corbynista 
website, with his attack on the ‘provocative actions and decisions of the US and NATO’, 
and its demand that ‘the security concerns of Russia must be respected.’ Syria, in all but 
name also Russian colony, being totally dependent on Russian military intervention for 
the survival of the Assad regime, denounced in SWPspeak ‘the West’s policy of 
hegemony’ and in a Corbynesque ‘but what about’, demanded that delegates who had 
voted for the UN resolution ‘should show their same enthusiasm against Israel’s 
continued occupation of Arab lands’, which as we have seen, many had been doing ad 
nauseum for decades, with their permanent anti-Israel majorities in both the General 
Assembly and the so-called ‘Human Rights Council’. As for ‘occupation of Arab lands’, 
Syria had occupied Lebanon from 1976 to 2005, reducing much of its capital to rubble 
without any condemnation by the UN, as it crushed Palestinian and leftist movements in 
pursuit of the Ba’athist regime’s goal of a “Greater Syria’. This included, and still does, 
not only Lebanon and Jordan, but the Palestinian West Bank and Gaza Strip and even 
Israel. So much for ‘occupied Arab lands’. 

Following its withdrawal from Lebanon in 2005, Syria maintained a pernicious grip 
on the country’s political life via its proxy militia and one of Jeremy’s ‘friends’, 
Hezbollah, the ‘Party of God’, which exercised an unofficial veto on the composition of 
Lebanon’s ever-changing coalition governments. Western hegemony, bad, Syrian 
hegemony, good. And by silencing the protests of its victims at their meetings, the UK 
anti-Zionist left agreed. Understandably, Hezbollah’s leader, Hassan Nasrallah, was none 
too pleased with the Lebanon delegate’s unexpected vote for the UN resolution. “You 
could have abstained. What are you worried about?’ ‘America and its ally Britain, the 
rest of [sic] the European Union’, had ‘pushed Ukraine into the mouth of the 
dragon’...the same lie being dispensed by the far left in the UK. Moscow also felt let 
down by Lebanon’s vote, not least because ‘Russia [had] spared no effort in contributing 
to the advancement and stability of the Lebanese Republic.’ Another of Jeremy’s 
terrorist ‘friends’, Mousa Abu Marzouq of the Hamas Political Bureau, was more upbeat. 
“One lesson of the Russian-Ukrainian war is that the era of US unipolar domination has 
ended. The US was not in a position to declare war on Russia. Those who cannot declare 
war will not set the international agenda. From here we can begin to talk about the future 
[i.e., destruction] of the Zionist entity.’ Here also we have the explicit linkage, which 
Moscow, with its ruthless grip on its post-war European empire and diplomatic and 
military involvements in the Middle East, first recognized in the mid-1950s: namely, the 
interdependence of the two fronts where the civilisation of the West confronts the twin 
barbarisms of the East: Dar al-Islam, the ‘Domain of Islam’, and the Russian patrimony 
of Genghis Khan, Tamburlaine, Ivan the Terrible, Stalin and finally, Putin.. 

I am only too well aware that it is not done nowadays, as Churchill and Marx once 
did, to call Islam barbaric. But how else to describe those practices it prescribes and its 
clergy sanction which are outlawed, if not always punished, in every civilised country? 
Time was when calling something by its right name was not a potential crime but normal 
practice, as we have seen with Churchill’s pungent comments on Islam as he experienced 
it at first hand in Sudan. (c.f. Appendix I) We also saw that reading out these comments 
in public a century and more later in an English town led to an arrest that was approved 
by Mohammed Shaffiq of the Ramadan Foundation. I suspect it would have also won 
the approval of woke leftists, all the more so because despite his dalliance with the 
Liberals, Churchill was essentially a man of the Right. The same cannot be said of the 
author of these lines, which describe in decidedly Islamophobic terms and spirit the 
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cultural poverty of the Muslims of Constantinople at the time of the Crimean War, a 
people who ‘in their original nomadic state, consisted in robbing caravans; [a la 
Mohammed] and now that they are a little more [sic] civilised consists in all sorts of 
arbitrary and oppressive exactions.’ The writer continues: ‘Were it not for their 
monopoly of civil and military power they would soon disappear [sic!]. But that 
monopoly has become impossible for the future, and their power is turned into 
impotence except for obstructions in the way of progress. The fact is, they must be got 
rid of.’ (sic!!!) There is more in the same vein: 


It maintains with great jealousy the imaginary [n.b.] superiority and real impunity for 
excesses [n.b.....as now...see Chapter 27] which the privileges of Islam confer upon it as 
compared with Christians. It is well known that this mob in every coup d'état has to be won 
over by bribes and flattery. It is this mob alone, with the exception of a few colonised 
districts, which offers a compact and imposing mass of the Turkish population in Europe. 
And certainly, there will be, sooner or later, an absolute necessity for freeing one of the 
finest parts of this continent from the rule of the mob, compared with which the mob of 
Imperial Rome was an assemblage of sages and heroes. [sic!!!] 


Once the Russians had been dealt with, the necessity of protecting western civilisation 
would require ‘the erection of a free and independent state on the ruins [sic] of the 
Muslim [i.e., Ottoman] empire in Europe.’ So much for the religion of peace, and its 
‘contributions’ to Western civilisation. And the author? Not an up-market Tommy 
Robinson, but Karl Marx, in one of the series of articles (some possibly ghosted by 
Engels) he wrote for the New York Herald Tribune on the ‘Eastern Question’ in the mid- 
1850s, in which as now, Islam and Russia were the principal players, then as enemies, 
today as allies, as with Iran and Syria. Both because, like the quotes above, they will 
cause much embarrassment on the far left, and, even more to the point, because they 
are relevant to the world of today as when they were written more than a century and 
half ago, I cite here some of the more pithy and penetrating observations Marx and 
Engels made on the ‘dark Asiatic power’ which, ironically, goes by the name it 
inherited from its first western explorer, the Varangian Rurik. 


‘As sure as conquest follows conquest and annexation follows annexation [today, 
Georgia, Moldova, Crimea, the Donbass] so sure would be the conquest of Turkey by 
Russia be only the prelude for the annexation of Hungary, Prussia, Galicia [all three 
incorporated into the post-war Stalin empire] and for the ultimate realization of the 
Slavonic Empire of which certain fanatical Pan-Slavistic philosophers have dreamed 
of. [Today, Putin’s confidante Alexsandr Dugin — see below]’ Consequently, ‘the 
arrest of the Russian scheme of annexation [sic] isa matter of the highest moment.’ 


Next, Marx develops his thesis that Russia is, by its history and inherited culture, 
not a European power in any meaningful sense, but essentially Asian: 


“Thus the Russia of the Normans [the Viking dynasty of Rurik dating from the ninth 
century] completely disappears from the stage, and the few weak reminiscences in which 
it still outlived itself dissolve, before the terrible apparition of Genghis Khan [1162- 
1227]. The bloody mire of Mongolian slavery [the Mongols, who were not white, 
enslaving those who were...how can that be?], not the rude glory of the Norman epoch, 
form the cradle of Muscovy, and modern Russia is but a metamorphosis of Muscovy.’ 
(My emphasis) 
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Marx explains why even after the lifting of what he calls the Tatar yoke, the Russians 
remained a nation of slaves, only now under the tsars. Ivan the First replaced the Mongol 
(or ‘Tartar’) yoke by his own: 


‘The character of every people enlarges with its enfranchisement from a foreign yoke; 
that of Muscovy inthe hands of Ivan seems to diminish. Compare only Spain in its 
struggles against the Arabs [sic] with Muscovy in its struggles against the Tartars...In 
rising against the horde, the Muscovite had not to invent but only to imitate the Tartars 
themselves. But Ivan did not rise. He humbly acknowledged himself a slave of the 
Golden Horde...He thus did not conquer, but filch strength...It is in the terrible and 
abject school of Mongolian slavery that Muscovy was nursed and grew up...Even when 
emancipated, Muscovy continued to perform its traditional part of slave as master. At 
length, Peter the Great [1682-1725] coupled the political craft of the Mongol slave with 
the proud aspirations of the Mongol master, to whom Genghis Khan had, by will 
bequeathed his conquest of the earth.’ 


Thus we have Dugin’s (and who knows, also Putin’s) dream of a Russia from 
Vladivostok. to Dublin. 


That was why, continued Marx, England, then the leading world power, ‘must take a 
stand’ against ‘Russia’s barbaric hordes’ (actionable, some today might say, as ‘hate 
speech’) and why even though England’s imperial conquests and ambitions were 
‘actuated only by the vilest interests’, it was better that India should be conquered by 
England ‘than by the Turk, by the Persian, by the Russian’. Of these three, Russia was 
for Marx the prime threat, confiding in 1853 in a letter to Engels his fear that ‘those 
curs the Russians’ (more ‘hate speech’) were ‘going to put us Germans in queer street.’ 
As the then still divided Germans were no position to resist the westwards drive of 
pan-Slavist Nicholas the First, it fell to England to ‘take the side of the enemies of the 
Tsar’. The problem was, the rulers of an England that was pre-eminently a maritime, 
colonial power were in no hurry to take on the role of a continental policeman, any 
more than they were at Munich in 1938. Marx railed against what he called their 
‘manifest impotency to guard the interests of European civilisation against Russian 
encroachment’ which, if it continued, would result in ‘wholesome indignation in the 
people’...what might today be called, and in fact was by Prime Minister Boris 
Johnson, ‘Russophobia’. 

Engels no less than Marx was alert to the threat posed to Europe by Russian pan 
Slavism which, now under the leadership of Alexander II, crowned tsar in 1855, would 
seek to ‘undo what the history of a thousand years has created’ by ‘sweeping Turkey, 
Hungary and half of Germany off the map of Europe.’ Today, within Putin’s inner 
circle, these same goals are publicly aired, and to be sure, they resonate among broad 
strata of the Russian population. (See below) So did the views of Marx and Engels 
among English radicals no less aware of the threat to Europe posed by what was 
popularly known as the ‘Russian bear’. Typical of their attitude was the lead taken by 
the trade unionist William Cremer, one of the founders in 1864, with Marx and Engels, 
of the International Workingmen’s Association (aka the First International) At the 
IWA’s 1865 conference, he moved a resolution urging that it was ‘imperative to 
annihilate the invading influence of Russia in Europe.’ It was carried by 23 to 10. 
Today, in the highly unlikely event of a similar motion being submitted at a UK trade 
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union or Labour Party conference it would be ruled out of order as Russophobic. 

On a related matter, the reader will recall how, after the western working classes 
did not follow the example set by the Russian Bolsheviks in 1917, Lenin looked for 
support in what he called the ‘revolutionary East’ to combat the threat from a 
‘counter-revolutionary West’, thereby inverting the progression to socialism envisaged 
by Marx and Engels, and also anticipating the same _ strategy advocated by the neo- 
Leninists of today, with the SWP’s wager ona ‘militant Islamism’ and Corbyn’s ona 
‘resurgent Russia’. Just how ‘revisionist‘ can you get? Together with Marx, Engels 
insisted that Russia and, a fortiori, those lands that lay even further east, could advance 
to socialism only through ‘the example and the active assistance of the hitherto 
capitalist West.’ “Only when the backward [sic] countries see from this example “how 
it is done”, how the productive forces of modern industry are placed in the service of 
all as social property - only then can they tackle this shortened development.’ The 
reversion to capitalism, albeit of a classic eastern, authoritarian type, in Russia after 
the collapse of the USSR in 1991, and in China after the death Mao in 1976, confirm 
that Engels was right against Lenin and his successors. 

The above quotes all date from the 1850s, at the time of the Crimean War, when the 
so-called ‘Eastern Question’ loomed large amongst the political public. What follows 
are two excerpts from a long article Engels penned on ‘The Foreign Policy of Russian 
Tsardom, dating from 1890. (Stalin banned its publication in a Soviet journal as being 
Russophobic. For the same reason, all similar writings on Russia by Marx and Engels 
were excluded from Soviet editions of their collected works. By the censorious standards 
of today, Engels’ assessment of the Russian character might also cause offence among 
the Western far left: 


‘This [Russian] population, intellectually stagnant, devoid of all initiative but, within 
the limits of their traditional modes of existence, fit to be used for, and to be moulded 
into, anything; tenacious, brave, obedient, contemptuous of hardship and fatigue,’ an 
‘almost unresisting, plastic raw material.’ 


Just like Putin’s mostly willing cannon fodder. This passive, servile mass became the 
instrument of Moscow’s expansionist foreign policy, just as it still does today. But the 
policy itself was and still is, anything but unsophisticated. As now, so then, it assumed 
many guises, depending on the audience to be addressed and manipulated: 


‘No spoilation, no violence on the part of tsardom, but has been perpetrated under 
the pretext of “progress”, “enlightenment”, “liberalism, the “deliverance of the 
oppressed”. [As with Putin’s of the Ukrainians from their Nazi oppressors. And some on 
the left believed it.] And the childish Liberals [today, far leftists] of Western Europe - 
down to Mr. Gladstone — believe it to this day, while the equally stupid Conservatives 
believe as firmly in the bunkum about the defence of legitimacy, the upholding or order, 
religion, the balance of power and the sanctity of treaties [Here Merkel and Trump 
spring to mind] - all of which are at once and the same time in the mouths of official 
Russia. Russian diplomacy has succeeded in soft-soaping the two great bourgeois 
parties of Europe. To be legitimist and revolutionist, conservative and_ liberal, 
orthodox and “advanced”, all in one breath, is permitted to Russia and Russia alone.’ 


If we transpose some of these labels to their modern equivalents, this has remained as 
true as ever - witness the otherwise unthinkable alignments cited in this Appendix and 
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elsewhere. At the time of Marx’s articles on the Eastern Question, the world of Islam, 
still dominated, but increasingly less so, by the Ottoman empire, was seen by the 
West as a barrier to the expansion of Russian power. Today that no longer applies. 
The Shi’a axis of Iran and Syria and their terrorist proxies are openly aligned with 
Moscow, as President Zelenskyy acknowledged when he said to Israeli Foreign 
Minister Eli Cohen on his first visit to Ukraine on February 16, 2023 Iran was a 
‘common enemy’, to which Cohen replied, ‘the evil face of Iran is being revealed in 
Ukraine.’ Russian TV responded by denouncing Cohen’s visit to a ‘Nazi state’. The 
supposedly pro-Western Saudis played a double game, collaborating with Moscow in 
OPEC to reduce oil output, thereby forcing up its price in Western Europe. What of 
Israel? Its leaders’ policy of not unduly offending Putin, justified, it was argued, to 
avoid arial clashes with the Russians in Syria, where both were staging bombing raids, 
Russia on Assad’s_ enemies, Israel on Assad-back backed Jihadis, was criticised by 
many Israeli commentators, and rightly so. True, medical aid was sent, and other 
items of a non-military nature, and unlike the UK, its doors were opened to tens of 
thousands of Ukrainian refugees. But nothing was done that could cause Putin to as it 
were ‘take offence’, other than adverse votes at the United Nations. And with the 
Russians vetoing Security Council resolutions condemning the invasion, Israel’s vote 
risked no unpleasant consequences. Though its ruling politicians shamefully withheld 
from Ukraine the iron dome technology that would have protected its civilians from 
Putin’s bombardments, from the outset, huge numbers of Jews of both Russian and 
Ukrainian heritage demonstrated their opposition to Putin’s war, and possibly 
contributed to Israel’s delegation co-sponsoring, however reluctantly, the General 
Assembly resolution condemning the Russian invasion. 

Inevitably, given its participants and geographic hinterlands, the confrontation 
between a largely secular, mainly Orthodox Ukraine anda more devout, multi-faith 
(but still predominantly Orthodox) Russia took on a religious dimension. Many of those 
conscripted as Putin cannon fodder were recruited from totally a-political, impoverished 
Islamic peoples from beyond the Urals, thereby avoiding the risk of alienating 
politically more sophisticated and less docile Moscow and St Peterburg. Following on 
from the deployment of Putin’s Chechen Muslim ‘hit’ squad, on March 11, the Islamic 
connection was further strengthened and extended when he approved the formation of a 
division of up to 16,000 Arab, mainly Syrian ‘volunteers’, to bolster his hard-pressed 
army in eastern Ukraine. Together with Syria, also Shi’a Iran proved itself to be Putin’s 
loyalist ally, supplying him with drones, while Tehran was chosen as the venue in 
July 2022 for Putin’s first foreign visit since his invasion of Ukraine on February 24. 
There he met Iran’s Supreme Leader, Ali Khamenei, together with Turkish President 
Tayyip Erdogan. Khamenei was totally on message: ‘If you hadn’t taken the initiative 
yourself, another side [sic] would have taken on the initiative and caused the war. NATO 
is a dangerous entity.’ And so also said the Islamophile and Russophile far left. 

Following his election as President in 2000, former KGB operative Putin, for whom, 
like two long standing comrades of Corbyn, George Galloway and Andrew Murray, the 
downfall of the USSR was the greatest tragedy of the 20th century, had single-mindedly 
pursued the goal not only of reclaiming the lost lands of the Romanov and Stalin 
empires, but the fulfilment of the Pan-Slavist dream, described by Marx and pursued by 
a succession of Tsars, of a realm reaching westwards to the heart of Europe, and south 
to the warm waters of the Mediterranean Sea and the Persian Gulf. The invasion and 
intended conquest of Ukraine undoubtedly comprised only part of a larger imperial 
revival, not only for Putin and his immediate circle, but wide swathes of the Russian 
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populace, mainly but not only of the older generations, who nurtured a nostalgic 
yearning for a return to the glory if bloody days of Stalin. They surfaced most clearly 
in ceremonies commemorating, on February 2, 2023, the 80" anniversary of the Red 
Army’s defeat of the Nazis at Stalingrad, later renamed by Khrushchev Volgograd as 
part of his campaign to discredit Stalin for his rule of terror. Therein lies the rub, 
because shortly before Putin’s arrival for the commemoration, three statues were 
unveiled in the city, two being of the army commanders who oversaw the victory, and 
between them, one of Stalin. Around the city, signs appeared changing its name back 
to Stalingrad. Other statues of Stalin were then erected across Russia. Sensing the 
way the wind was blowing, TV pundits began to openly praise Stalin, with one, 
Vladimir Solovyov, also calling for a nuclear strike that would obliterate the USA, 
leaving ‘a strait in the name of Comrade Stalin.’ Putin’s war rhetoric became 
increasingly imperialist and specifically anti-European. There was less talk of ‘de- 
Nazification’, the official original goal of the ‘special military operation’, and more, 
much more, of Russia becoming once again a world power. (See below) 

Putin is said to have been inspired to set himself this goal by the historian Aleksandr 
Dugin, known as ‘Putin’s philosopher’, and in particular, by his book Foundations of 
Geopolitics, in which he advocated the creation of an Orwellian ‘Eurasia’ ‘from Dublin 
[sic!] to Vladivostok’. Key to this undertaking for Dugin (and obviously no less so for 
Putin) was the reintegration of Ukraine into the Russian body politic, without which 
there would be ‘enormous dangers for all of Eurasia’, since it formed a vast land bridge 
connecting East, North, West and South Europe, bordering on Russia, Belarus, Poland, 
Slovakia, Hungary, Romania and Moldova. Via the internet, Dugin attracted interest 
from a wide circle of politicians and intellectuals across the spectrum who, to one degree 
or another, shared his goals. Domestically, his writings became required reading for the 
Russian military leadership. Anti-Semitic in the old Russian Orthodox tradition that 
produced the Protocols, Dugin also reached out to Islam, being a featured speaker 
alongside Ayatollah Maqami and a Hezbollah MP at a New Horizon Conference’ in 
Tehran. It was all too easy to dismiss Putin’s geopolitical ambitions as utopian, which 
indeed they were, and could therefore be safely ignored. But then so were Hitler’s. 

Indeed, there is an uncanny similarity in the expansion of their respective domains. 
Both were preceded by political collapse, economic decline and loss of empire, followed 
by first, a seizure of power and the silencing of opposition, then domestic recovery and 
finally a new phase of expansion facilitated in both cases by Western appeasement — 
political support for German-speaking irridentists by the Nazis in the Sudetenland, 
Alsace, Lorraine, southern Schleswig and Poland, and the same by Putin for Russian- 
speakers in Georgia, Crimea and the Ukrainian Donbas. Then came the staging of 
border ‘incidents’, followed by territorial occupations either directly or via proxies; 
Hitler’s Anschluss with Austria and dismemberment of Czechoslovakia, Putin’s in north 
Georgia and eastern Ukraine, and the seizure of Crimea, Finally, there came full-scale 
invasions, of Poland, France and Denmark by Hitler and Ukraine by Putin. Both 
dictators sought to establish and secure at the very least de facto diplomatic recognition 
for ‘spheres of influence’, Hitler and Putin in Eastern Europe, and Putin also in the 
Middle East. Both engaged in military interventions in civil wars far from their own 
borders, Hitler in Spain to support Franco’s fascist rebellion, and Putin in Syria to rescue 
the beleaguered regime of President Assad, in the course of which, Hitler’s Condor 
Legion blitzed Guernica, and Putin’s bombers levelled Aleppo, just as his long-range 
drones and missiles later did to cities and towns in Ukraine. Both leaders found favour 
on the British left and right, Hitler with Labour Leader George Lansbury and Tory Prime 
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Minster Neville Chamberlain, and Putin with Labour Leader Jeremy Corbyn and Tory 
Foreign Secretary and then Prime Minister Boris Johnson. (One can see on Google 
Images photos of both shaking hands with Putin, as one also can of Trump, Berlusconi, 
Chirac, Cameron, Blair, Brown, Netanyahu, Sarkozy, Biden, Macron, Obama, Marie Le 
Pen, Theresa May and Angela Merkel. Being on more intimate terms, Oliver Stone can 
be seen with his right arm around Putin’s shoulders. What a galaxy of appeasers of 
evil.) The similarities, in fact, near identities of the two eras, do not stop there. Western 
Communist Party support for Stalin’s pact with Hitler, and the far left’s campaign 
against NATO and the European Union led in both cases to their directing their invective 
against ‘the enemy at home’, and not Hitler and Putin. 

Could these re-enactments by Putin be once again the prelude to a Third World War? 
Already we had an Eastern Axis in the making, of China and Russia, with either the full 
or partial adhesion of lesser states such as Iran, Syria (together with their terrorist 
proxies) and North Korea, and the opportunist, quasi-neutrality of India and a 
significant number of African states, most notably South Africa. What has been 
emerging for certain is an Orwellian, 1984-style division of the world into rival 
camps...a Western NATO-EU bloc, an Eastern Russo-Asian bloc, and a Southern, 
largely ex-colonial alliance that for partly historical reasons, sees Russia as the lesser 
of two evils. The neo-Leninist left, with its fanatical anti-Zionism and frenetic 
opposition to the ‘eastwards extension’ of ‘western imperialism’, made no secret of 
where it stood in this centuries-old contest between East and West, one that began in 
480 BC at the battle of Thermopylae between Greece and Persia, described by the 
historian who recorded it, Herodotus, as one between free men and slaves, and by 
Marx, who saw itin his time as one whose outcome would determine the future of 
mankind. Unlike Marx, who took to task western statesmen for their ‘manifest 
impotency to guard the interests of European civilisation against Russian encroachment’, 
his epigones, in their various manifestations and guises, act on the principle that the 
enemy is never abroad, but always ‘at home’ - in the first place, NATO and the European 
Union, the two ramparts the West has erected to protect its freedoms and ensure its 
material progress, and which Brexit, with the support of Putin and the UK’s far left and 
far right, together with most Tories, put in jeopardy. 

In this great historical reckoning, not just territory, but fundamental principles are at 
stake, as they were in the time of Marx and Leonidas. But with this crucial difference. 
Unlike in the Russia of the Tsars, and the Persia of Xerxes, today in both Russia and 
Iran, and in the wider world of Islam, there are countless millions, mostly among the 
young, who yearn for the freedoms and quality of life that the West alone can provide, 
and of which the direction followed by tides of migrants and refugees over the decades 
and even centuries are the irrefutable proof. Likewise, among us, but far, far fewer, are 
those who despise these very same freedoms, our Quislings in waiting, who by stealth 
and deceit have exploited these very same freedoms and the spirit of tolerance that goes 
with them to gain strategic positions in every walk of society. From political parties, 
pressure groups and trade unions to the media, public institutions and academe, they 
exercise an influence on events and attitudes out of all proportion to their numbers Most 
of those manipulated by them have been and are, to be sure, well-intentioned but naive 
dupes. In one instance of many, following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, a SWP faction 
of a handful of delegates at the annual conference of the National Education Union 
(membership 460,00) secured the approval of an amendment to a resolution which had 
condemned the invasion of Ukraine, but without making any reference to NATO. This 
could not be allowed to pass unchallenged. Invoking the spectre of Abbott’s non- 
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existent imminent NATO intervention, the amendment read: ‘We believe the deployment 
of British and NATO forces in Ukraine would be a dangerous escalation in this war’ — a 
tactically necessary soft variant on the theme of ‘the enemy is at home’. 

Those individuals and organisations who have been devising and directing the anti- 
Western, defeatist policies and activities of the far left have been the subject of scrutiny 
elsewhere in this work, so their names need no repetition here. What does require 
repeating is that unlike Prime Minister David Cameron’s enacting measures without 
parliamentary sanction to deny so-called Muslim ‘extremists’ free speech, and the 
Labour Party’s proposal to limit what topics can be debated at universities, I am an 
advocate of unlimited free speech except when it accompanies or incites criminal acts, 
and consequently, totally opposed to any witch hunt against the far left, such as it has 
conducted at universities against those who dissent from its woke agenda. Their policies 
and the ideology that underpins them need to be contested, as I have attempted to do in 
this work, in open, free polemic and debate, not by bans, prospections censorship, 
cancelling, and dismissals, as we saw advocated by the SWP in the case of the Batley 
school teacher suspended, and then driven into hiding after conducting a class on 
freedom of expression, and by Corbyn in response to the Danish cartoons. It is a battle 
that has to waged, fairly and openly, but also in the full knowledge of what is being 
contested, and by what means. For those who have not only made a study of the modus 
operandi of the far left, but have, like myself, also been actively involved in its 
application, the manner in which it pursued this policy of anti-western defeatism in the 
various phases of the Ukraine crisis was entirely predictable. It proceeded according to 
Lenin’s axiom, first advocated in his Revolutionary Catechism by a béte noir of Karl 
Marx, the Russian terrorist Sergey Nechayev, that for the cause, all is permitted - lies, 
deception, simulation (thus being for ‘peace’ when the real goal is either surrender or 
conquest), manipulation, duplicity, slander...literally, anything goes. 

No less predictably, among the regimes and movements to rally to the support of 
Putin were ones that Corbyn had been closely identified with over the years: those of 
Hamas, Hezbollah, Iran, Bolivia, Nicaragua, Syria, North Korea, Cuba and Venezuela, 
with its dictator Nicolas Maduro being the most outspoken as well as Orwellian: 
“Venezuela announces its full support to President Vladimir Putin in the defence [sic] of 
Russia’s peace [!!!]. Venezuela is with Putin, with Russia [in that order], with the brave 
[!] and just [!] causes of the world and we are going to strengthen our alliance [with 
Russia] more and more.’...from a distance of 10,000 kilometres. In their own 
contribution to the Orwellian genre, Russian authorities announced that any media using 
the words ‘war’ and ‘invasion’ would be banned and fined, and any individual using 
them arrested and jailed for a maximum of 15 years. When on March 1,2022, Russian 
Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov addressed by a pre-recorded video the Geneva 
disarmament conference, nearly all the delegates walked out, leaving behind them two 
from comrade Corbyn’s closest international allies, Syria and Venezuela. In yet another 
Orwellian moment Lavrov claimed Putin’s invasion was in response to the threat of 
nuclear attack by Ukraine, which gave up its nuclear weapons, inherited from the 
USSR, in 1994, in accordance with the Budapest Memorandum. 

As we have noted, the far left began its so-called ‘peace’ campaign (a euphemism for 
Ukraine’s acceptance of Putin’s territorial demands) by directing its fire first at NATO, 
then the European Union, in each case, for their ‘eastwards extension’ into Russia’s 
legitimate ‘sphere of influence’, which in turn, so the argument went, provoked Putin’s 
invasion of a Ukraine that by right, lay within it. As the war developed, with Ukraine 
inflicting devastating casualties and material destruction on the invaders, the far left now 
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retrained its verbal artillery on the Ukrainian leadership. Hitherto, there had been 
accusations that President Zelenskyy was a far-rightest at the head of a no less far right 
regime, but now, the emphasis shifted a little. Just as the Kurds, by accepting American 
military aid to fight the Islamic State, had become ‘Western pawns’, so now the 
Ukrainians were performing the same function as proxies for NATO by requesting and 
accepting its military assistance. (It should by now go without saying that Russian 
separatists in the Donbas receiving military support from Putin were never denounced as 
‘Kremlin pawns’.) Heralding this shift, the Socialist Worker of March 27 published an 
article with the revealing subtitle, ‘The war in Ukraine [not Russian invasion of Ukraine] 
is an ongoing battle between imperialist rivals, driven forward by capitalist competition’ 
- not a struggle by the Ukrainians to preserve their national independence from Russian 
imperialism. The author, veteran SWP theorist. Alex Callinicos, warned of the dire 
consequences of a Ukrainian victory over the Russians. He asked, if Ukraine defeated 
Russia, ‘would the US and its allies react by disarming and dissolving NATO? Of 
course, they wouldn’t. They would celebrate this outcome as their victory, and boost 
NATO further. The US would feel invigorated in its world-historic competition with the 
real challenger to its hegemony, China.’ So once again, the main and here, seemingly, 
the only enemy, was NATO, with the much to be feared prospect of its being 
emboldened by a Ukrainian victory over Russia. With Putin’s invasion into its sixth 
month, the anti-NATO line remained unchanged in fact, if anything, it had hardened, 
with Corbyn, in an interview on Lebanon’s Putin-supporting pro-Hezbollah television 
channel Al Mayadeen, declaring his opposition to the West ‘pouring in arms’ that would 
‘only prolong the war’, that is, prevent a Putin victory. The same channel that Corbyn 
had chosen to declare his opposition to western military aid for Ukraine had described 
its government as a ‘Nazi regime’, and Putin’s invasion, as a ‘special military 
operation’. 

While Corbyn opposed NATO and EU military supplies to Ukraine, he had raised no 
objections to Putin’s importing drones from his former employers in Iran or ordinance 
from his Coalition comrade and election strategist Andrew Murray’s ‘barracks 
communist’ ‘Peoples Korea’. Putin’s ally could evidently afford to produce a surplus 
of shells, but not enough food to feed his own people. In his contribution to Anti- 
Imperialism: a Guide to the Movement, published in 2003, Corbyn claimed that 
sanctions then being imposed on the North Korean regime (not its people) were designed 
to force it to adopt a ‘market capitalism’ similar to that of South Korea. ‘People’s 
Korea’, 90% of whose ‘people’ had no domestic running water or electricity, had just 
emerged from a state-imposed famine in which three of its 22 million ‘people’ had died 
of starvation, while South Koreans had being enjoying one of the highest standards of 
living in all Asia, with a per capita GDP at least twenty times higher than that of 
(starving) ‘Peoples’ Korea’. Full southern stomachs bad, empty (except those of the 
Kim dynasty) northern stomachs, good. Hardly surprisingly, Corbyn’s Stop the War 
Coalition endorsed his opposition to the West arming Ukraine, complaining that ‘once 
again, Jeremy Corbyn is under fire for daring to speak out against sending more and 
more weapons to Ukraine.’ North Korean shells good, NATO shells, bad. This was an 
exact reprise of the SWP’s opposition to western arms being supplied to the Kurds in 
their war against the Islamic State, which also, it was said, would only ‘prolong’ the 
conflict. So now the Ukrainians had also become ‘western pawns’ simply because they 
refused to surrender to the Russians, just as had the Kurds to the Islamic State. 

Let us pause for moment to consider some very obvious, but for the SWP and its 
Coalition partners and demonstrating dupes, irrelevant facts. The SWP was not so 
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blinded by its hostility to the West as to deny what had become common knowledge, that 
Russian forces had committed atrocities on a vast scale, including the mass murder and 
deportation to Russia of civilians, rapes, including of children, destruction of civilian 
buildings and facilities and the rest. And if they were honest, they would also have had to 
concede that for all their alleged ‘belligerence’ and ‘warmongering’, neither NATO nor 
its partner in crime, the European Union, had fired a single bullet or dropped a single 
bomb in the entire conflict, let alone engaged in any of the atrocities committed by 
Putin’s invading army. The SWP found its way out of these difficulties by insisting 
that for all Russia’s, shall we call them ‘excesses’, the major part of the guilt for the 
invasion and all that ensued from it rested with NATO and the EU in their bid to use 
the Ukraine as a proxy for an ‘eastwards extension’ to the borders of Russia. Again, a 
fantasy. At Russian energy-dependent Merkel’s insistence, Ukraine’s application for 
membership of NATO was rejected as long ago as 2008. 

To bolster his thesis of western guilt, Callinicos invoked the authority of Lenin’s 
writings on imperialism, ignoring that in them, Lenin had argued, against those in his 
party who said otherwise, that even in the midst of a war between two imperialist powers 
or alliances, as in the First World War, it was correct to support the struggle of oppressed 
nations for national independence: ’A war against imperialist, i.e., oppressing powers by 
oppressed people, for example colonial nations, is a genuine national war. It is possible 
today too.’ (This was written in 1916, at the height of the First World War.) Lenin gave 
two examples of where the struggle of oppressed nations in eastern Europe retained a 
progressive character in the imperialist era, and therefore deserved the unconditional 
support of revolutionaries: ‘As far as the Ukrainians [sic] and Byelorussians, for 
instance, are concerned, only a Martian dreamer [sic] could deny that the national 
movement has not yet been consummated there... There the “defence of the fatherland” 
can still [Lenin’s emphasis] be a defence of democracy’ - just as it was in Ukraine’s 
resistance to Putin’s invasion, and indeed, as was the case in modern Belarus, the 
majority of whose people made no secret of their desire to be free in a European Union 
West, and not slaves in an imperial Russian East. On the same grounds, Lenin supported 
the Irish ‘Easter Rising’ of 1916 against British rule, despite the (abortive) military 
assistance it also received from a Germany at war with Ireland’s English masters, just as 
in the same world war, Britain exploited Arab hostility towards the Turks, and Germany 
Poland’s towards Russia, while in the Second World War, Britain gave what assistance it 
could to resistance movements in countries occupied by the Nazis. In all four cases, 
genuine, ‘progressive’ struggles for national independence took place in world wars, 
despite their being supported for ulterior purposes by one or other of the warring 
alliances. And let us not forget that it was none other than Lenin who, in April 1917, 
accepted the offer from the German General Staff of a train to transport himself and his 
comrades from Switzerland via neutral Sweden to Russia to prepare and then execute the 
coup that carried his party to power eight months later, and then led, as had been the 
intention, to Russia’s making a separate peace with Germany, at Brest Litovsk in March 
1918. Did Lenin’s deal with the Kaiser, as some have argued, make Lenin a ‘German 
pawn’? 

Unlike Lenin and even more so Marx and Engels - see the quotes above - the SWP 
treated all (western) capitalist countries as equally and totally reactionary, and their 
support for national movements no less so...again the Kurds are one case in point, and 
another the (belated) western military inventions on behalf of ethnic and religious 
minorities subjected to genocide by Serbia following the break-up of Yugoslavia, where 
Corbyn, together with many (but not all) on the far left, took the side of the Russian- 


27 


backed Serbs against the Muslims of Bosnia and Kosovo because the latter were 
supported by the West. Then of course there is the classic example of the UK’s 
liberation of the inhabitants of the Falkland Islands from Argentinean occupation in 
1982, an operation which, as in all the above cases, was also opposed on the same 
grounds by nearly all the far left. In each instance, the principle being applied was, ‘the 
enemy is at home’, even though, also in every case, this ‘enemy’ was acting as a 
liberating force, and, moreover, was seen and greeted as such by those it liberated. 
That a huge majority of Ukrainiane’s likewise saw the EU and NATO in the same 
light, for lending them massive military and other aid, counted for nothing so far as the 
far left was concerned, any more than did the reality that Ukraine was not an imperialist 
power, but had been invaded by one that was. All that counted was that the ‘West’ was 
capitalist, and therefore, since all true socialists are opposed to capitalism, it was to be 
opposed by all available means, including, as we have seen, those forthcoming from 
regimes and movements totally opposed to the democratic norms of western civilisation, 
not only Putin’s Russia, but the ‘militant Islamism’ which inspired 9/11, gave birth to 
the Islamic State and its African offshoots, fueled the genocidal anti-Semitism of 
Corbyn’s ‘friends’ Hamas and Hezbollah and the anti-Zionist fanaticism of Iran’s 
theocrats. Given this ‘orientation’ - in both senses of the word - it is easy to see why the 
SWP depicted the support of the West for Ukraine’s resistance to Putin’s invasion as 
proof that the Ukraine government was serving as the vehicle for NATO’s ‘eastern 
expansion’, just as the SWP had depicted the Kurd’s (as best tenuous) relationship with 
the USA as one of ‘Western pawns’. 

From this integral and avowed anti-westernism, all else of the far left’s policy on 
Ukraine flowed. (A spokesman for the four TDs of People Before Profit, which follows 
the same policy in Ireland as the UK’s SWP, explained why they had refused to join in 
the applause for President Zelenskyy’s address to the Irish parliament: ‘we have 
consistently said we don’t agree with President Zelenskyy’s call for a NATO-imposed 
no-fly zone... [A Russian fly-zone over Ukraine then in operation was a different 
matter.] In addition, we don’t agree with the extension of sanctions which are hurting 
ordinary Russian people...’ As to the first pretext, when his request for a NATO no-fly 
zone was rejected, President Zelenskyy asked for, and was initially offered, Russian- 
made Polish jet fighters which would be flown by Ukrainian pilots. This too was rejected 
by NATO when vetoed by President Biden. As to the second objection, it had not been 
invoked by the Left to oppose BDS sanctions on Israel or, for that matter, on Apartheid- 
era South Africa.) 

As fate would have it, the emergence of the new line, in effect, simply a logical 
development of the existing anti-NATO policy, coincided with revelations of Nazi-style 
atrocities committed by Russian troops in the liberated, if the SWP will permit the term, 
town of Bucha, north of Kiev. They require no repetition here, since the whole world 
learned of them in a matter of hours, in every gruesome detail. Suffice it to say that 
several world leaders and human rights organisations described them as not only war 
crimes, but as constituting genocide. What concerns us is that the SWP and, we can 
safely assume, its collaborators in the Coalition, despite these atrocities, not only 
remained opposed to any NATO support for Ukraine, but increasingly directed their 
hostility toward those actually who their targets, and organising and waging the fight 
against the perpetrators of these war crimes, namely the government and, by extension, 
the people of Ukraine, a ‘collective guilt’ of a kind similar to that imputed by the SWP to 
all Zionist Jews 
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What Callinicos only implied, the Socialist Worker of April 3 baldly stated: ‘If either 
Russia or the West wins in Ukraine, it will be disastrous for the country’s people and lay 
the basis for future wars.’ (Emphasis added) I will repeat that: a victory for Ukraine ‘will 
be disastrous for the country’s people...’ Ukraine as an independent force, fighting for 
its own goals, has here vanished, subsumed into a conflict between two imperialisms in 
which the people of Ukraine acted merely as a proxy for one of the combatants - ‘the 
West’. (Kremlin propagandists said exactly this.) Having outlined the probable 
consequences of a Russian victory, we are advised that ‘a victory for the Ukrainian 
government of Volodymyr Zelenskyy based on the weaponry and military backing of the 
US-NATO forces [and as the SWP well knew, it could not win without them] would be 
ruinous.’ I will repeat that: a Ukraine victory ‘would be ruinous.’ And, as such, worse, so 
it would seem, than conquest by Russia, because ‘Ukraine would be wholly reliant on the 
West economically and militarily. [Emphasis in original] It would be a barracks society 
[so unlike liberal, democratic, peace-loving Russia] acting as a NATO outpost on 
Russia’s border’, a ‘vassal of the West’ instead of, as Putin intended, a Russian outpost 
on NATO’s border, an outcome, given that NATO is the ‘main enemy’, to be preferred 
to a Western victory in the greater scheme of things, whatever the consequences for the 
Ukrainians. Even worse, ‘emboldened by success with Western backing, the Ukrainian 
government might seek to drive Russia out of the [illegally occupied and then annexed 
by Russia in 2022] eastern provinces of Donetsk and Lugansk and even Crimea.’ 
[illegally annexed by Russia in 2014].’ (‘Militant Islamists’ driving out, or rather, 
exterminating, the Jews of Israel is an altogether different matter.) 

As the article warmed to its theme, its endorsement of the Kremlin’s imperialist 
concerns became unashamedly explicit, as did the euphemisms: ‘...a defeat for Russia 
would warm up a series of “frozen conflicts”. A number of statelets — Artsakh [illegally 
seized from Azerbaijan, with Soviet Russian support, by Armenia in 1991], South 
Ossetia [illegally seized by Russia from Georgia in 2008], Abkhazia [illegally seized 
from Georgia by Russia in 2008] and Transnistria [illegally seized from Moldavia, now 
Moldova, by the USSR in 1990] — survive largely because of Russian military protection. 
[sic!!!] If NATO defeats Russia, then Georgian forces might enter Abkhazia and South 
Ossetia, Moldova or Ukraine could seek to eliminate the existence of Transnistria. 
Azerbaijan, an ally of NATO member Turkey, could grab Artsakh.’ Note that while 
Russia ‘protects’ illegally annexed territories (and nothing is said about their illegal 
annexation), their former occupiers conspire to ‘grab’ what is under international law 
legally theirs, a classic example of far-left double standards. But the hypocrisy does not 
stop there. The far left has for years described Israel as a ‘colonial enterprise’ that has no 
right to exist, comparing its occupation (not annexation) of the West Bank to the 
predatory conquests of Nazi Germany, while here it refers to Putin’s illegal annexations 
and occupations as ‘military protection’. (The Nazi’s official name for the occupied 
Czech lands was_ the ‘Protectorate of Bohemia and Moravia’) 

The SWP’s solution to the Ukraine crisis naturally excluded an independent Ukraine 
resulting from what it called ‘a defeat for Russia’ by NATO. On the contrary, ‘it would 
have to be based on the resistance to the war and Putin in Russia and to NATO in 
Ukraine and elsewhere.’ (Emphasis added.) This would require that the Ukrainians stop 
resisting the Russian invasion and ‘resist’ only NATO, the very same military alliance 
that was supplying them with the means to defeat the Russian invasion, leaving 
resistance to the invasion to anti-Putin Russians, confronted as they were with an ever 
more repressive police state. Inevitably, such Russian opposition as there was to the 
invasion was crushed within a few days. As for the prospects of a future successful 
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domestic resistance to Putin essential for the execution of the SWP’s master plan, with 
opposition to his war confined largely to the educated urban young, several million of 
whom subsequently emigrated, and his approval ratings topping 80%, they were 
effectively zero, as the SWP must have known. 

Why so little opposition? Repression played its part of course. But even more so 
did Russia’s political culture and history. Twice in its recent history, Russia had the 
opportunity to opt for freedom, in 1917, with the overthrow of the last tsar, and in 1991, 
with the break-up of the USSR. In both cases, it succumbed, with very little resistance, to 
the knout and the yoke fashioned by ancient Rus, first under Stalin and then Putin. In 
doing so, it leant substance to the validity of the judgment on his countrymen made by a 
19 century revolutionary, Nicolai Chernyshevsky, one much admired by Lenin, who 
cited it with his full approval. The Russians, said Chernyshevsky, were ‘a wretched 
nation, a nation of slaves from top to bottom, all slaves.’ But for its reference to Poland 
(possibly next on Putin’s list — see below), Lenin’s endorsement that followed could 
have written in 2022: ‘Nobody is to be blamed for being born a slave, but a slave who 
not only eschews a struggle for freedom, but justifies and eulogises his slavery by calling 
the throttling of Poland and the Ukraine [sic] the “defence of the fatherland” is a 
lickspittle and a boor who arouses legitimate feelings of indignation, contempt and 
loathing.’ Harsh words, to be sure. But closer to reality, one suspects, than the SWP 
scenario of a successful Russian uprising against Putin. His removal from power, if it 
occurs at all, will most likely be the result of a conspiracy within the Russian elite, 
possibly akin to that which nearly succeeded in assassinating Hitler in July 1944. And 
even then, unlike the July plotters, who sought to end awar by killing a mass 
murderer, the motive for Putin’s overthrow could well prove to be because he had 
failed to wage his war with the necessary brutality. (See below) 

The headline of the Socialist Worker of April 4 developed the obscene logic of the 
‘new line’: ‘Don’t let the foul Russian crimes in Bucha widen Ukraine war.’ True, 
‘Russian imperialism has perpetrated horrific war crimes, [but] NATO escalation [sic] 
isn’t the answer...’ By ‘escalation’ is meant NATO military aid for the Ukrainians, 
which the far left had opposed from day one of the war, as it had sanctions against 
Russia, which harmed ‘ordinary people’, unlike BDS sanctions against the Jews of Israel, 
who being collectively guilty of genocide and apartheid, do not qualify as ‘ordinary 
people’. We are then given graphic details of these atrocities, which could possibly have 
been prevented or at least minimized if NATO, contrary to the policy of the SWP, had 
responded with more urgency and less political inhibitions to the military requests of the 
Ukrainian government. Having attacked President Zelenskyy for ‘pushing for more arms 
to be rushed by western allies’ - why the rush- what does he need them for? - the reader 
awaits the solution, the correct ‘answer’ to this terrible war and its (Russian) atrocities. 
Logic would seem to have dictated that to prevent more Buchas, Ukraine should have 
been be given the means to drive out of their country those who were committing 
them. But no. For this very reason, the answer never comes. Instead, we are given the 
obligatory list of crimes committed in the past by the West (none of those by Russians) 
as if this ipso facto debarred or prevented any western power from acting in a good cause 
in the present or future. The article concluded thus: ‘Bucha is the future promised to the 
whole of Ukraine if Russia’s invasion goes on and NATO continues to beat the drums of 
war’. (My emphasis) One can only deduce from this that if NATO stops ‘beating the 
drums of war’, Russia will respond by committing no more atrocities. Yet the SWP 
knew full well that if NATO did stop arming the Ukrainians, Russia would indeed, in 
double quick time, with more atrocities on the way, overrun ‘the whole of Ukraine’. 
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Then the far left would have achieved its goal, which was, to ‘Stop the War’, thereby 
bringing ‘peace’. And the quicker the better. Such was the theme of a Stop the War 
Coalition event scheduled for April 9. Not ‘Solidarity with Ukraine’, let alone ‘Victory 
to Ukraine’, because Ukraine was seen as the spearhead of NATO’s and the EU’s 
provocative ‘extension’ to the East, into the realm of Putin, but ‘Peace Now’. 

One of the features of the far left’s campaign to subvert genuine solidarity with 
Ukraine was how it drew together the very same individuals, some of them clearly anti- 
Semitic, who had played a leading role in the anti-Zionist movement. Corbyn of course 
we have already noted. Then we have another disgraced ex-Labour MP, Chris 
Williamson who, like Corbyn, had been employed by Iran’s Press TV channel as a host. 
On March 14, 2022, his guests included two other notorious anti-Semites, former Bristol 
University Professor David Miller, sacked for anti-Semitism, and the rapper, PSC and 
Stop the War Coalition Patron Lowkey (aka Kareem Dennis), who after protests by 
Jewish students and their refusal to be segregated in a ‘safe space’, had his appearance at 
the 100" anniversary bash of the National Union of Students cancelled. (Perhaps 
Lowkey had got the gig because he had previously described fellow anti-Semite and 
anti-Zionist comrade in arms Corbyn as a ‘beacon of hope’...shades of Livingstone’s 
London as a ‘beacon of Islam’.) The topic for discussion was Ukraine, but given the 
political profile of the participants, it immediately acquired a Jewish dimension, with 
Williamson’s opening observation that ‘the Jewish identity of President Zelenskyy has 
been used by many in the West to cover NATO’s clear alliance with neo-Nazi battalions 
in the war against Russia’...not, Russia’s war against Ukraine. (Putin said exactly this 
in a TV address on September 5, 2023.) Lowkey, praised by Corbyn for his ‘good 
messages’ (one being ‘Israel is a state of terror’, and another, Israel is ‘a racist 
enterprise’), took the bait, responding that ‘there is a push [by NATO] to put the 
Ukrainian state at the need of [sic] these [unnamed] Neo-Nazi groups’. ‘Zelenskyy has 
overseen the integration into the Ukrainian state of several explicitly neo-Nazi 
movements.’ 

Anti-Semite Lowkey was also a speaker at a London anti-NATO Stop the War 
Coalition rally, on February 25 2023. Billed as ‘Tanks, Tanks, Tanks’, it was called to 
oppose NATO support for Ukraine, to demand ‘peace talks now’, despite Putin’s 
having repeatedly stated that his illegal seizures of Crimea and the Donbas were not 
negotiable, and echoing Putin, to warn of the danger of a ‘nuclear war’ if NATO 
continued to arm Ukraine. The Coalition’s stance on these two issues was also the 
same as Trump’s, who, days earlier had attacked Biden’s decision to send Abrams 
M1 tanks to Ukraine: ‘First come the tanks, then come the nukes.’ As is his want, 
Peter Tatchell refused to go with the Corbynista flow, instead staging a counter- 
demonstration calling for the arming of Ukraine ‘to defeat Russian fascism and 
imperialism’, to be met with cries of ‘American stooge’. Like Tucker Carlson’s Fox 
News diatribes against Ukraine, Corbyn’ speech at the Coalition rally (next to an 
SWP activist holding up a placard saying ‘No to War’) was recycled by Russian state 
TV’s prime Channel One, thereby posing the question of who were the stooges. This 
was not Corbyn’s debut on Russian TV. Over the years, Corbyn had been a regular 
performer on the state-owned Russia Today Channel (banned in the UK since Russia’s 
invasion of Ukraine) recommending it in 2011 as one that was ‘free of royal weddings 
[but not the Putin cult] and more objective [that is, pro-Gadhafi] on Libya than most.’ 
In alleging that ‘the British, US and NATO war [sic] has nothing [sic] to do with the 
defence of Ukraine’, and that they were ‘us[ing] Ukrainians as [a] cannon fodder 
proxy’, the Socialist Worker’s report on the rally echoed Kremlin propaganda almost 
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word for word, with allegations that Ukrainians were fighting and dying not for their 
freedom from Russian imperialism, but for NATO. 

Returning to the Press TV discussion hosted by Williamson, Miller developed the 
Kremlin theme of a Nazified Ukraine in a familiar direction. Zelenskyy was not only a 
Neo-Nazi accomplice of NATO’s ‘war against Russia’, but ‘strongly oriented toward 
Israel’, further proof of his being ‘oriented really towards the far right.’ (This claim 
seems to have been derived from a speech by Zelenskyy in which he said that ‘we must 
become like Icelanders in soccer, Israelis in defence of their native land, the Japanese in 
their technology, and the Swiss in their ability to live in harmony with all their 
differences.’ Just how more Nazi can you get?). Devious indeed were the ways of 
Ukraine’s Nazis, whose removal from power was the stated objective of Putin’s ‘special 
military operation’, because the three highest offices in Ukraine were held by Jews: 
President Volodymyr Zelenskyy, Prime Minister Volodymyr Grossman and Mayor of 
Kiev Vitali Klitschko. 

With yet another Jewish conspiracy unmasked, Lowkey moved on to a_ second 
familiar theme - NATO’s ‘eastwards extension’. There was a ‘general NATO policy of 
pumping Ukraine full of weapons’, the purpose being to ‘draw [sic] the Russian state 
into a quagmire.’ (This was as near as the discussion got to acknowledging Russia’s 
invasion.) Russia was the victim of a NATO-Jewish-Neo-Nazi plot, using sanctions to 
‘bring down the Russian government and balkanize Russia or even to bring Russia into 
NATO itself?, which would extend NATO as far eastwards as Vladivostok and the 
Bering Straits. Professor Miller ventured even further into the realms of political science 
fiction: ‘There will be blowback in terms of the Neo-Nazis, so people who have gone to 
fight there will come back to this country and will commit attacks like has been the case 
in the past, when Ukrainian terrorists [sic] in this country [sic] have committed attacks 
and killed people.’ Was he claiming that terrorists responsible for 7/7 and the 
Manchester Arena bombing were not Muslims but (possibly Jewish) Ukrainians/? Two 
days later, Williamson convened a meeting of his ‘Resistance Movement’, composed 
largely of Corbynistas expelled or suspended from the Labour Party for anti-Semitism. 
The topic was...yes, of course, ‘Zionism in Ukraine’, and once more Professor Miller 
was in attendance and his element, unmasking a Jewish conspiracy that bore a striking 
resemblance to that peddled at the time of the killing of George Floyd, attributed on both 
the far right and left to Israeli training of Minneapolis police in restraint techniques. 
According to Miller, ‘the Ukrainian military have been trained by IDF people in their 
training schools’. Putin apologists were not confined to the European and US Left 
and populist right. Palestinian author Susan Abuthawa accused President Zelenskyy of 
‘dragging the whole world into the inferno of World War Three instead of giving up 
NATO armament ambitions’ and ‘always asking for more weapons and more war 
(?).? Zelenskyy was a ’Nazi-promoting Zionist’, while Israel was ‘literally the 
incubator of modern fascism.’ (A series of YouTube interviews conducted in the 
West Bank found that these views were the default position of nearly all Palestinians 
questioned.) When Rail Union General Secretary and Brexiteer Mick Lynch rehashed the 
same lies, claiming in an interview with the New Statesman in August 2022 that in 
Ukraine, ‘there were an awful lot of people playing with Nazi imagery’, he was met with 
a stinging response by Ukraine Infrastructure Minister Oleksandr Kubrakov, who 
accused him of ‘losing his connection with reality’ and recycling Putin’s anti-Ukrainian 
slanders. While Lynch, rather unconvincingly, denied he supported the Russian 
invasion, his deputy, Eddie Dempsey, had been quite open in his support for the Putin 
regime, visiting the Donbas in 2015, where he posed for a photo with one of its Russian- 
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backed separatist leaders, and shortly after Putin’s invasion began, had signed the Stop 
the War Coalition’s declaration that NATO had provoked it. In dwelling on the alleged 
Nazification of the Ukrainian government, all three participants in the March 14 
broadcast were simply echoing the Kremlin’s initial claim that its ‘special military 
operation’ (it was a crime receiving a jail sentence of up to 15 years in Russia to call it 
a war or an invasion) had as its aim the liberation of the Ukrainians from the Nazi regime 
of President Zelenskyy. 

Such was the resistance of the mass of the Ukrainians to their liberation, however, that 
a new and even more sinister note was struck in Moscow, one which not by accident, 
coincided with the committing of a series of atrocities against Ukrainian civilians that 
observers suspected had a genocidal purpose and character. On April 3, 2022, the state 
news agency Novosti published an item titled, ‘What should Russia do with Ukraine?’ It 
was no longer a question of just removing a Nazi government, because ‘a significant part 
of the popular mass, which are passive Nazis, accomplices of Nazism, is also guilty.’ 
Consequently, ‘total purification [sic!!!] must be carried out.’...Putin’s final solution of 
the Ukrainian Question. To further this objective Putin had drafted into battle the 
notorious mercenary Wagner Group, named after Hitler’s favourite (and virulently anti- 
Semitic composer), one of whose officers, Alexei Milchakov, had posted pictures of 
himself on social media slicing off the ears of dead soldiers as war trophies, and images 
of the Slavic swastika, the Kolovrat. The body of Hitler admirer Dimitry Utkin, second 
in command to Wagner Group leader Yevgeny Prigozhin, was covered with swastika 
tattoos. Mercenary Igor Mangushev had posted a video of himself holding aloft the 
skull of a Ukrainian soldier, and another to Ukrainians promising that ‘we will 
burn your houses, kill your families, take away your children and raise them as 
Russians.’ (This threat proved not to be an idle one.) These were the warriors Putin 
chose to free Ukraine from Nazi rule. Following Ukraine’s liberation of the Kharkov and 
Kherson regions, Putin introduced a so-called ‘partial mobilisation’, while the Wagner 
Group began recruiting hardened criminals serving long prison sentences. Enraged by a 
series of military set-backs, TV pundits stepped up their calls for the 
extermination of the Ukrainians, as here: ‘De-Nazification [is] possible purely 
physically. You just have to destroy those who are at war with us and educate 
their children in the Russian spirit.’ But for the far left, these developments changed 
nothing. They were not even worthy of comment in its press. It was business as usual. 
NATO and EU were the main enemy, and President Zelenskyy their accomplice. 

As always when the West found itself obliged to defend its security and freedoms, 
public figures could be found who were only willing to take the side of those endangering 
them. Putin’s invasion of the Ukraine was ‘a consequence of EU and NATO expansion in 
2014. It made no sense to poke the Russian bear with a stick. If Vladimir Putin’s one 
demand is that we state clearly Ukraine is not going to join NATO, why don’t we do it?’ It 
could be, almost word for word, Corbyn. But it was in fact fellow Brexiteer Nigel Farage, a 
professional super patriot advocating that not only the Ukraine but his own country should 
take orders from a Russian despot. Like fellow populist Trump, for whom China’s 
President Xi Jinping was ‘a brilliant man...the brain...the whole thing’, Kim Jong-un, 
‘top of the line’ and Putin, ‘very smart’, like Stone and Corbyn, Farage was also 
irresistibly drawn to ‘strong leaders’. Asked which world leader he admired the most, 
Farage replied, ‘as an operator, but not as human being, I would say Putin.’ And it 
was the European Union, not Putin, that had ‘blood on its hands’ in Ukraine. Across the 
pond, hard-line Trumpists were hewing to the same pro-Putin line. Like Corbyn and his 
Coalition, the Communist Party and the SWP, Trump had always been opposed to NATO 
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and the European Union, just as he shared their opposition to the US removal of the 
Taliban in Afghanistan and Saddam Hussein in Iraq. Speaking for pro-Putin Republicans, 
Donald Trump Jr. denied the Russian leader had any designs on the Ukraine, and described 
as ‘crazy’ Biden’s sending of troops to Europe. Following reports that Ukraine may have 
accidently fired an air defence missile into Poland, killing two, he tweeted on 
November 16, 2022, ‘since it was Ukraine’s missile that hit our Nato ally Poland, can 
we at least stop spending billions to arm them now.’ As already had said Comrade 
Jeremy. 

On February 9, 2023, Newsweek published the names of ten Republican Congressmen 
and women who also agreed with Corbyn and both Trumps. They had co-sponsored 
Republican Representative Matt Gaetz’s resolution to end all US military aid to 
Ukraine. They also agreed with Corbyn’s Stop the War Coalition’s call for “peace talks’, 
since Gaetz’s motion likewise urged ‘all combatants to reach a peace agreement.’ Gaetz 
chided the leftist ‘Squad’ for not supporting his motion, since they were among the 
30 Democrat Congress lawmakers who the previous October co-signed a letter to 
President Biden calling on him to seek a cease fire in Ukraine. It was a refusal, he 
observed, that was out of step with those European leftists who his shared his 
opposition to military aid for Ukraine. James Vance, possible Republican Senate candidate 
for Ohio, reprised Chamberlain’s dismissal of the Czechs as ‘a people of whom we know 
nothing’ with his ‘I gotta be honest with you. I don’t really care what happens to Ukraine 
one way or another’, while another election hopeful, potential Republican Presidential 
contestant Mike Pompeo, found Putin to be a ‘very talented statesman’ with ‘lots of gifts’. 

As is often the case when big issues are at stake in world politics, as we can see with 
these examples, the alignments of forces and sympathies are never clear cut. Not only on 
the far left, voices in the West could be heard that for a variety of reasons and motives, 
were anything but sympathetic to the Ukrainian cause. Mafiosi frontman Silvio Berlusconi 
and close personal friend of Putin (they exchanged gifts of wine) said of Ukraine 
President Zelenskyy, ‘I judge, very, very negatively the behaviour of this gentleman’, 
whom he alone blamed for the Russian invasion of his country. Putin, he claimed, 
never intended to occupy Ukraine. The plan was to ‘replace Zelenskyy’s government 
with a government of decent people’, i.c., Quislings. Then there was the Pope, the 
gullible idiot who judged the Koran to be on a ‘proper reading’ a book of peace, echoing 
both Putin’s and the far left’s claim that the war was the result of NATO ‘barking at 
Russia’s gate.’ It had been ‘facilitated by the West’s attitude’. As for Putin’s atrocities, 
‘let us ask the Lord for peace for these people who are suffering so much cruelty on the 
part of some [sic] mercenaries [sic] making war.’ Thus, not Putin’s regular forces. Like 
Corbyn, he questioned whether it was ‘the right thing to do to supply the Ukrainian 
fighters.’ In an on-line address to Russian Catholic youth meeting in St Petersburg on 
August 28, 2023, the Pope abandoned any pretence of neutrality in the Russo-Ukrainian 
war, urging young Russians to ‘never give this legacy’ of Russia’s past empires but ‘go 
forward’ with it. ‘You are the heirs of the great Mother Russia, the great Russia of 
saints, of Kings, of Peter the Great, of Catharine I, of that great, enlightened [sic] empire, 
of great culture and humanity [sic].’ Catharine’s ‘empire’ included not only the Ukraine, 
but the greater part of what is now Catholic Poland. As was to be expected, Russian 
Orthodox Patriarch Kirill (for which read ‘kill all’), summoned his faithful to do battle 
against the schismatic Ukrainians, with the promise that ‘sacrifice [i.e., death] in the 
course of carrying out you military duty washes away all sins.’ 

Yet another man of the cloth, Anglican Bishop of Leeds Nick Baines, said Ukraine 
should give up some of its territory as part of a peace deal with Russia. He, like the far 
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left, opposed sanctions on Russia, which were ‘fuelling nationalism’ and ‘provoking 
resentment’. And of course, we had the professional anti-American and anti-Zionist 
Chomsky, with his claim that Putin’s invasion had been provoked by the USA’s being 
‘committed to the integration of Ukraine within NATO ... yet another lie. 

Now a voice that we have heard before, in another, although related, context. It dates 
from 2014, when the Ukraine issue first came to the boil, but it retained its relevance 
when the full-scale war exploded eight years later: Titled The Terror That Is Ukrainian 
Nationalism, excerpts from author’s website read as follows: 


The Western media is a shameless disgrace for several reasons. Apart from the blanket ban on any 
coverage of the Palestinian crisis and the cruel treatment of the Palestinians by Jewish supremacists, 
we now have the West turning a blind eye to the true nature of those behind the violent [anti-Russian] 
coup in Kiev. I refer to the use of reactionary neo-Nazis and other Ukrainian-ultra nationalists by the 
United States and elements from the European Union. The support of the leaders of the violent coup 
in Ukraine has several aims but the most immediate is to contain Russia on its borders [sic!] by the 
close proximity of NATO forces, against all previous agreements...The Svoboda party, the main 
nationalist party in Ukraine, is very much a part of the new government in Kiev and is calling for 
violence against Russian speakers. [Again, a lie.] Already, armed groups of Right Sector neo-Nazis 
have been seen entering the Eastern regions with the aim of infiltrating the civilian population...We 
do not wish for any such bigotry to exist in Europe...a Europe that regards Russia as a friend and part 
of our broader system. 


Here is another offering on the same subject, from the same source: 


‘The real provocation comes from NATO, an American-led military coalition with political 
intent. Against previous promises it has encroached upon former communist countries like 
the Baltic States and sought to contain Russia. But Putin’s [sic] Russia is a first-rate power 
[remember Corbyn’s ‘resurgent Russia’?] and not shamed by its Soviet past [as Andrew 
Murray or Seumas Milne might say]...Russians again feel they are being challenged not 
less than in the days of Operation Barbarossa. They will hold Eastern Ukraine which is 
populated by Russian separatists with a Russian identity...This time around, Russian 
integrity and honour are restored.’ 


And the author? It could indeed be the Russophiles Andrew Murray, or perhaps 
Seumas Milne. In fact, it is, like the first, the veteran Mosleyite, Robert Edwards, only this 
time with just NATO and the Ukrainians and not the Jews as targets. This convergence of 
the far left and right on Ukraine was the subject of a study by EUobserver of voting in 
the European Parliament on motions related to the Russian invasion. Two Communist 
Party delegations, those of Portugal and Greece, consistently voted with those of the far 
right Alternative for Germany and Russian bank-rolled Marie Le Pen’s National Rally 
against motions expressing support for Ukraine and condemning its invasion by 
Russia. 

Big events always attract conspiracy theorists...the moon-landings, 9/11, the death of 
Princess Dianna, the Holocaust, Covid...the list keeps growing. Recently added to it was 
Ukraine, as here: “They [there is always a “they”] WANT war-and they’re not Russian. 
You’ve been LIED to about why the Ukraine war began and They planned it all along.’ 
We then learn who the ’they’ are: It was those behind a ‘US-backed, far right-led 
revolution in Ukraine’, responsible for a ‘hostile encroachment on Russian sovereignty’, 
not the other way round, as those not privy to such secrets might so easily have assumed. 
Thus spoke Trump and Putin convert (but also Corbyn fan) Russell Brand, whom we have 
already encountered sympathising with the motives of young British Muslins volunteering 
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to fight for the Islamic State. More recently he became involved in a number of far-right 
anti -‘globalist’ campaigns, most notably a Neo-Nazi ‘nativist? one in support of 
Dutch cattle-breeders, who claimed their government aimed to drive then off their land 
to make way for migrants. Brand once said that as a fifteen-year-old, he was greatly 
impressed by the fantasies of lizard detector David Icke, who more recently also generated 
something of a following amongst supporters of Jeremy Corbyn. (Or was it the other way 
round?) Brand has also said he ‘really respects’ fellow conspiracy theorist Corbyn, as 
indeed had Nick Griffin, David Irving, Oliver Stone and David Duke and, as we shall see 
below, a Norwegian Neo-Nazi. And someone even richer than Brand likes him. When, on 
September 17, 2023, in the Sunday Times, four women accused Brand of rape and sexual 
assault, Elon Musk came to his defence, together with a wide selection of public 
figures on both the left and the right. Here too there was a Corbyn connection of sorts, 
because, only a matter of days previously, Musk had been described by Putin as ‘an 
outstanding person’ after Musk denied to Ukraine the use of his Starlink satellites for a 
military operation against Russian occupying forces, thereby following the same policy 
demanded by Corbyn in relation to NATO. 

Perhaps the most spectacular affirmation of American pro-Putin sympathies came at a 
white supremacist America First convention two days after he unleashed his military on the 
Ukraine. Just before the guest speaker, the Trumpista Republican Representative Marjorie 
Taylor Greene, took the stage, convention host Nick Greene, a Holocaust denier, called for 
a ‘round for Russia’, to which the all-white delegates responded with a rhythmic chant of 
‘Putin’ as Greene pumped his fist in the air. Trumpist Fox TV host and pundit Tucker 
Carlson played it more archly, asking on his show, ‘Why would we take Ukraine’s side and 
not Russia’s side?’ Russian state TV repeatedly played clips of his comments following the 
invasion of Ukraine. One said, ‘if there is any single American who deserves scorn, and 
yes, blame, for the [not Russia’s] invasion of Ukraine, it’s Joe Biden.’ As to Carlson’s 
clearly rhetorical question, Trump senior gave the answer in an appearance on the Clay 
Travis & Buck Sexton Show a matter of hours after Putin had launched his invasion: ‘This 
is genius. Putin declares a big portion of the Ukraine [the Donbas] independent [sic] Oh, 
that’s wonderful.’ Putin had made a ‘smart move’ by sending in ‘the strongest peace force 
[sic] I’ve ever seen.’ This was too much for some Republicans, with Liz Cheney tweeting 
that Trump’s statement’ ‘aids our enemies. Trump’s interests don’t seem to align with the 
interests of the USA.’ Neither did the votes eight hardcore Trumpists cast on March 17 
against the USA’s ending its normal trade relations with Russia and Belarus. Another 
Republican Congressman, Madison Cawthorn, called President Zelenskyy a ‘thug’ and his 
government, ‘corrupt’ and ‘evil’. As it was for the far left, their enemy was not Putin, but 
at home...in the White House. I wonder what Trump would say if his genius friend decided 
to reclaim another lost Russian territory...Alaska...which Tsar Alexander II sold to the USA 
in 1867 for the sum of $7.2 million? Who knows? ‘Make Russia Bigger Again’? Perhaps, 
because in a speech he made on March 17, 2023, wholly in tune with the policy of the 
UK Corbynista left, he said ‘we have to finish the process we began under my 
administration of fundamentally re-evaluating NATO’s purpose and NATO’s mission. 
Our foreign policy establishment keeps on trying to pull the world into conflict with a 
nuclear-armed Russia based on the lie that Russia represents our greatest threat. The 
greatest to western civilisation today is not Russia. It’s probably more than anything 
else ourselves and the horrible, USA-hating people who represent us.” Once again, and 
again from the right, Lenin’s dicta that ’the enemy is at home’. 

I began this work, with Corbyn specifically in mind, by likening the far left’s alliance 
with Islam against the West to Stalin’s with Hitler against Poland, little expecting that it 
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would end, as it does now, again with Corbyn in mind, with another alliance of the 
Quisling far left, this time not only with the legions of Allah, but with Stalin’s successors 
in their war against Ukraine. History cannot repeat itself exactly. But there are times 
when it has a good try. With their demand for another ‘peace in our time’, now at the 
price of Ukraine’s territorial integrity, Corbyn and Trump, together with others of 
a like mind, hopefully set the stage for the re-enactment of Munich, with Putin in the 
role of Hitler, Corbyn as Hitler’s useful idiot, Lansbury, Trump as Chamberlain and 
Donbas and Crimea as the Sudetenland. What they had in mind for Ukraine could 
just as easily be areprise of another historic left-right convergence, the Nazi-Soviet 
Pact of August 1939, with Putin as Stalin, Trump as Hitler, Corbyn as Palme Dutt and 
the Ukraine as Poland. All this is of course pure speculation. What we can be sure 
that just as there was no far left campaign fora BDS for Russia after Putin’s illegal 
seizure of Crimea in 2014, and _ similar annexations and North Korean-style 
referenda in the Donbas in 2022 (also identical in method and result to those held by 
Stalin in the Baltic states in June 1940) there will be none if the West is foolish 
enough to impose on Ukraine another Munich, as politicians on both the left and 
right have proposed. And not only foolish, but morally depraved. Because the result 
will be little if anything short of genocide, and not only of Ukrainians. This is what 
millions of Russians want, and woe betide Putin if he fails them. 

Here are some YouTube responses to two questions by inhabitants, not of some 
Siberian Third World shit-hole, the major source of Putin cannon fodder, comprised of 
poorly educated men old before their time, saddled with debts but without regular 
employment, hope or stable families, or even something as basic as paved roads and 
an inside toilet but, by comparison, those of prosperous, superficially western and in 
some cases, young Muscovites: 


First, ‘Do you remember what people are dying for in Ukraine? It’s been eleven 
months now.’ 


‘It?s in my blood. [The] Russian soldier always fights for his motherland...The 
Ukraine regime is a threat not only to us but the whole world.’ 


‘That’s because of their President Zelenskyy, a moron and a Jew.’ 
‘They [the Ukrainians] had a choice between life and war. They chose war.’ 


‘Because Russia must be protected. I completely support the Special Military Operation, 
no matter how bloody it is.’ 


‘They are dying to put things in order there. We make them do what we want them to 
do.’ 


‘People die there for American interests...They are using Ukraine as a weapon against 
Russia.’ [See above - this is what the Corbynista Stop the War Coalition also says.] 


‘The main root of the problem is the West. Ukraine is just a bargaining chip.’ [ditto] 


‘Every country is controlled by America except Russia, which has never bent over for 
Russia.’ [But it only survived the Nazi onslaught thanks to US military aid.] 
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“We try to conduct military actions in such a way as there are as few casualties as 
possible. Apparently this was the wrong tactic. We should have attacked as [Marshall] 
Zhukov had done before [against Nazi Germany]. Then our flag would have been flying 
in Brussels a long time ago, but we kept acting liberal with them.’ 


‘It was worth it. We need to destroy them...to win to, to destroy all of them.and then 
there will be peace.’ 


Second question: ‘Should we invade Poland next?’ (The asterisks are in the original): 
‘If they give us areason to do it, then yes.’ 

‘Ukrainians are Gestapo, all of west Ukraine is full of them, and the Poles are 
nationalists [so unlike the Russians].They need to be *****, all Ukrainians need to 
be *******, including their babies. This rot has spread too far and they don’t love us 


anymore. [I wonder why...]’ 


‘Until we finish them all, we can’t end the special operation...It turns out that Ukraine 
is the enemy, Poland is the enemy, the Baltics are the enemy.’ 


Is the existence of this state [Ukraine] necessary at all? 


‘We shouldn’t start it [sic] in Poland. We should do it [sic] in the Baltics...The Baltics 
are un-needed [sic] territories.’ 


‘The Poles should have been defeated a long time ago, so they wouldn’t have bothered 
us. I think the Poles should be ******,.’ 


‘Let [sic] Poland be Russian, so we control it, so they don’t poke their noses into us. 
[Russian noses good, Polish noses, bad.]...I believe Poland should be annexed like 


Crimea. Ukrainians should be *******,’ 


Here follow excerpts of an intercepted phone conversation between a front-line Russian 
soldier and his wife: 


He: ‘We have not enough people. We have so far capture two forest belts. 600 people 
[of ours] have died. 


Wife: ‘Are many of you there?’ 


He: ‘Of those who were next me, there are three people left....We don’t have enough 
commanders, we don’t have enough officers.’ 


Wife: ‘And where did they go?’ 
He: ‘They’re gone! They are not immortal.’ 


Wife: ‘They died, or what?’ 
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He: ‘Certainly!’ 

Wife: ‘Do you take prisoners?’ 

He: ‘Of course not. What are they needed for? 
Wife ‘Do you kill everyone?’ 

He: ‘Sure.’ 

Wife: ‘Holy shit!’ 

He: ‘Prisoners are an extra burden.’ 

Later, he speaks about troop shortages: 


‘One [officer] said it is necessary to recruit 600,000 [more] people into the army. In 
[Siberian] Buryatia they recruited three thousand and there was no one left [in their 
settlement]. Everyone was taken!’ There is definitely no one left in the villages.’ 


Which meant that with the Kremlin’s colonies running dry of cannon fodder, it would 
soon be the turn of hitherto protected and war-insulated Moscow and St Peterburg to 
provide it. 


What we have above are windows into the barbarism of Putin’s empire. But it is as 
old as Russia itself. Of Tsarist Russia’s anti-Jewish pogroms, Trotsky said they were 
manifestations of the ‘inexhaustible reserves of darkness, ignorance and savagery’ that 
‘lay in the depths’ of Russian society. As the French say, ‘the more it changes, the 
more it stays the same.’ This is Trotsky’s description of Tsarist pogromists at work. 
It could just as easily be one of the underworld hordes Putin unleashed on Ukrainian 
civilians at Bucha and other similar locations. 


‘The gang rushes through the town, drunk on vodka and the smell of blood. The doss 
house trap is king. A trembling slave an hour ago, hounded by the police and starvation, 
he now feels himself an unlimited despot. Everything is allowed him, he is capable of 
anything, he is master of property and honour, of life and death. If he wants to, he can 
throw an old woman out of a third floor window together with a grand piano, he can 
smash a chair against a baby’s head, rape a little girl [sic] while the entire crowd looks 
on, hammer a nail into a living body...he exterminates whole families, he pours petrol 
over a house, and if anyone attempts to escape, he finishes him off with a cudgel. A 
savage horde comes tearing into an Armenian alms-house, knifing old people, sick 
people, women and children...there exist no tortures, figments of a brain maddened by 
alcohol and fury, at which he need ever stop. He is capable of anything, he dares 
everything.’ 


Like the Russian anarchist Bakunin’s terrorist exemplar Sergey Nechayev, or 
Dostoyevsky’s Nihilist Rodion Raskolnikov. Or the Russian soldier who made and 
posted a video of himself castrating a Ukrainian soldier, and another, of a beheading. 
Such savages are the cultural progeny of the Mongol horde of Genghis Khan, who 
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today, as I write, are plundering, raping, torturing, abducting and murdering on a 
scale not witnessed in Europe since the defeat of the Nazis at the end of the Second 
World War. In the week that Corbyn addressed an anti-NATO meeting in New York, 
convened to oppose all western military and other aid to Ukraine, missiles were 
raining down on Ukraine’s civilian infrastructure, while in just-liberated Kherson, 
evidence was being uncovered of the mass torturing of civilians, and in occupied 
Mariupol, Russian troops were still burying the corpses of civilians killed in their 
assault on the city in March. Appraised of Corbyn’s appearance at the New York event, 
a spokesperson for the Ukrainian government described Corbyn as ‘Putin’s useful 
idiot’. Who am I to disagree? Not for first time (the previous occasion was the 
adoption of the Labour NEC’s definition of anti-Semitism, when Corbyn’s watered- 
down version found him in a minority) even some of Corbyn’s closest allies, most 
prominent among being his former Shadow Chancellor, dissented from a Corbyn 
policy. John McDonnell decided early in 2023 that he could no longer support 
Corbyn’s opposition to Western military backing for Ukraine. For whatever reasons (one 
could have been the unwavering public support for the Ukrainian cause) McDonnell 
cast aside his anti-imperialist rhetoric, and instead stated what had been obvious from 
day one of Putin’s invasion: ‘What is certain is that a refusal [as advocated by 
Corbyn] to provide the weapons that Ukraine need means that the chances of the 
Russian invasion succeeding are significantly increased.’ It took a year for McDonnell 
to arrive at this so obvious conclusion,, but at least he got there in the end. Corbyn knew 
from day one, and responded accordingly. 

So far as Corbyn and his comrades of the Stop the War Coalition (and this included 
the SWP) were concerned, their stance on the Ukraine war remained the same. On the 
eve of the crucial NATO conference in Vilnius in July 2023, to which Ukrainian 
President Zelenskyy had been invited, the Socialist Worker of July 11 described 
Ukraine’s continued defiance of Putin’s invasion as the ‘West’s proxy war’, and took 
evident pleasure at the slow progress of its counter-offensive: ‘When Ukrainian forces 
do move forward, they do so by the metre, not the mile.. All the while the Russian 
forces wait in heavily fortified defences, their missiles raining down with deadly 
regularity. No matter the boasts of Western tank makers, none will withstand all of 
that.’ And a good job too, one is left to conclude. In the Coalition website on July 10, 
Lindsey German - she of the shibboleths - presented the reader with yet another that 
needed to be discarded - the right of a country to seek military assistance in its 
resistance to an unprovoked invasion: ‘No one should have any doubts that the 
decisions from western governments [at Vilnius] over arming Ukraine will damage the 
Ukrainian people‘, whereas, the only alternative, a defenceless Ukraine being 
conquered and enslaved by Putin, evidently would not. 


Afterthoughts 


Now, finally, to entirely different matters. On February 27, 2023 after a Palestinian shot 
dead two Jewish brothers in their car, ultra-religious Jewish ‘settlers’ in the town of 
Hawara near Nablus, in all probability emboldened by the return to power of 
Netanyahu at the head of a rightist administration a month previously, ran amok, 
burning buildings and cars, indiscriminately assaulting Palestinians and killing one. 
Two of the rioters, both young men, were subsequently arrested and charged with 
assault, causing injury with racist motives, and rioting with racist motives. So much for 
‘racist Israel’. The attacks were described by IDF Central Command Chief Major- 
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General Yehuda Fuchs as a ‘pogrom’. These devout thugs were acting to the letter the 
part falsely ascribed by the opponents of Israel, be they of the left or right, to all 
Zionists. The response to this atrocity was swift and salutary, as were the mass 
demonstrations and trade union strikes against Netanyahu’s bid to end the independence 
of the judiciary, with a Labour Party orthodox Jew raising more than $300,000 in less 
than a day as compensation for the havoc wrought by his co-religionists. A similar 
sentiment however was not in evidence among Palestinians in a poll conducted shortly 
after the Hawara killings by the Palestinian Centre for Policy and Survey 
Research. 71% of those questioned approved of the murder of the two brothers. Below 
is an expanded version of my response to these events I emailed to interested parties: 


This has got to stop. Some of these Jewish ‘settlers’ are clerical fascists and need to 
treated as such. Long term, the aim must be to ‘do a Gaza’, when in 2005, Israel 
evicted all its Jewish ‘settlers’, some by force. The hope was that by handing this 
territory over to PA rule, it would accelerate progress towards the ‘two state solution’, 
whereas in fact, it had the opposite effect, leading in 2006 to a Hamas regime that since 
that date, has waged a holy terrorist war against the country that put it in power. Israel is 
entirely within its rights to demand and ensure that this does not happen again after a 
similar withdrawal from the West Bank. If Jewish ‘settlers’ can individually negotiate 
terms with the PA to remain in the West Bank, well and good. But if they can’t then they 
must leave. There is plenty of room for them in the Negev, through which, according 
to the Old Testament, but not most archaeologists, Moses led the Jews to their promised 
land, where they can conduct their exercise in recreating the lost world of Biblical times. 
Meantime, if such behaviour continues, and the Israeli government continues to sanction 
new ‘settlements’ in the West Bank, the USA will be justified in pulling the plug on 
military aid until both cease. Long term, the ‘two state solution’ will only become a 
reality when Israel withdraws entirely from the West Bank, as it did from the Gaza 
Strip, only this time with the security of all its borders guaranteed and, if necessary, 
protected, not by the United Nations, with its built-in anti-Israel majority, but the USA 
and the European Union. What Israeli politicians cannot be blamed for is the obstacle 
to the enactment of the ‘two state solution’ created by the blatant anti-Semitism of 
Palestine Authority President Mahmoud Abbas and his colleagues, with whom the 
leaders of Israel will have to negotiate this settlement. Here we have a typical example. 
In a speech to Fatah leaders in August 2023, Abbas said that it was ‘not true’ that 
‘Hitler killed the Jews because they were Jews’. Hitler and Europe ‘hated the Jews 
because they were Jews’, ‘because of their social role, and not their religion.’ It was 
‘because of their role in society, usury, money and so forth.’ In other words, they ‘had 
it coming’. 


To conclude, continued. First, a vignette from the life and deeds of Comrade Corbyn. 
In March 2023, TV football pundit Gary Lineker was effectively suspended, and then, 
following widespread protests, re-instated by the BBC, after tweeting, as he had 
every right to do, that Tory government proposals to stop the arrival in small boats 
of refugees and migrants from France were couched ‘in language not dissimilar to that 
used by Germany in the nineteen thirties.’ Here is an example of that language, dating 
from 1937: ‘The “poor Jews” hope that once they have torn apart the peoples of the 
world, putting them at service of the Jews, they will be able, with the help of 
money, to assure the rule of a world bled dry.’ I can assure the reader that this is quite 
mild compared with some of the diatribes on offer at the time. 
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The reaction to Lineker’s tweet ranged from unqualified condemnation by 
supposedly pro free speech but now censorious and outraged Tories, through rejection of 
the Nazi analogy on strictly factual grounds by prominent Jewish figures, Israeli 
media, the President of the Board of Deputies of British Jews and the Holocaust 
Educational Trust, to a sympathy strike in support of free speech by other BBC 
football pundits, and, finally uncritical approval of what Lineker actually said by a 
politician who, as we have seen with his reaction to the Danish cartoons affair, did not 
believe in freedom of speech and, unlike Lineker, had repeatedly gone to extraordinary 
lengths, as I have shown with examples in this work, to putin question the uniqueness 
of the Holocaust. Corbyn tweeted: ‘Well done Gary. The plan and the bill are 
disgusting.’ (Lineker had only referred to its ‘language’.) No less disgusting than 
Corbyn’s signing the Cairo Declaration of December 2002, which twice in its text, 
accused the Jews of Israel of committing genocide against the Palestinians, and his 
association and sharing public platforms with anti-Semites, Jewish conspiracy theorists, 
Jew-killing Jihadis and Holocaust deniers. Corbyn’s aside, the support Lineker 
received was admirable, as was his refusal to withdraw his tweet. However, I wonder if 
that support would have been quite so widespread and unreserved had Lineker, or 
perhaps an equally hight profile Jewish employee of the BBC, instead of comparing 
the UK government’s language concerning its anti-refugee legalisation to the 
language used by the Nazis towards the Jews, had stated, without the usual 
equivocations, evasions and euphemisms, precisely who and what the refugees were 
seeking to escape from. For example: 


“The repressive and often lethal actions of Islamic regimes and movements that have 
caused the current refugee crisis are not dissimilar from those inflicted by the Nazis 
on the Jews. Likewise, the response of the Tories to the victims of this crisis is not 
dissimilar to that of the governments of those countries which denied asylum to 
desperate Jews fleeing Nazi persecution in the 1930s. In both cases, the response was 
and is, (to quote Lineker) immeasurably cruel.’ 

Unlike Lineker’s tweet, this statement is historically accurate, while being no less 
condemnatory. I should add that Lineker was well out order however when in a previous 
tweet, in December 2022, he deplored the shooting by the Israelis of someone he took 
to be a Palestinian footballer. Footballer or not, it turned out that he was certainly a 
Hamas gunman, killed in a shoot-out with the IDF when it responded to a terrorist 
attack on Jews visiting the reputed site of Joseph’s tomb. When on its website, Hamas 
hailed him as mujahid, or warrior, the right thing for Lineker to have done in this 
instance was to apologise for his error. But he did not. And, on this occasion, neither 
did the BBC respond to complaints by reprimanding him. 

In taking to task Lineker’s flawed analogy between Tory migrant and refugee policies 
and those of the Nazis directed against the Jews, Jeremy Harvardi in the Jewish News 
of March 14, 2023 explained where the mistake lay. ‘To believe that the language of 
British politicians over immigration is similar to that of the Nazis is naive and 
ignorant. Jews were referred to as bacteria and microbes, as parasites feeding on a host 
nation, as sexual predators lusting after German women [illustrated by cartoons 
depicting their rape by Jews] and as sub-humans intent on destroying the German 
nation. No British politician [least of all a Prime Minister and Home Secretary of 
Indian origin, and with the latter married to a Jew] would survive such a verbal 
onslaught against a minority.’ The analogy was not only excessive, but factually totally 
false. ‘Neither were the Jews targeted [by the Nazis] for being unwanted refugees. [No 
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Jew in their right mind would have been seeking asylum in Nazi Germany.] They were 
citizens of Germany with deep and long-standing ties to the country and were attacked 
[and ejected, not excluded] simply because they were Jews. The hateful language of the 
Nazis came from a genocidal regime that was engaged in systematic eliminationism: 
first to demonise and isolate Jews within Germany, then to eliminate them from 
Germany, and finally to destroy them altogether.’ Harvardi agreed that ‘hostile language 
has (shamefully) been aimed at refugees’, but ‘it was not the case that British ministers 
are agents of a would-be genocidal state.’ ‘The problem with Linker’s false analogy is 
that it de-historicises the Nazi era.’ 

In Lineker’s defence I must repeat that I am sure this was not his intention. The 
same, I also repeat, cannot be said for Corbyn and those like him who seek to and 
have done just this, as I show in this work, while fabricating a Jewish Holocaust of the 
Palestinians. Lineker was not alone in falling into the trap of making false analogies. 
One-time Blair Press Officer Alastair Campbell not only rushed to defend Lineker’s use 
(or rather mis-use) of the Nazi analogy, but deployed it himself, absurdly, a matter of 
days later, when he described BBC cuts in funding for classical music as ‘another 
resonance with 1930s Germany’. In fact, the Nazis poured considerable resources into 
promoting music by German composers, above all that of the anti-Semite Wagner, so 
long as they were not Jews. Then from the hard right, we had former UKIP leader 
Gerrard Batten claiming that the Nazis ‘drew up’ the plan for the EU, including, 
assumedly, its Charter of Fundamental Human Rights, which UKIP and Brexit Tories 
demanded be repudiated in toto. 

The lesson Harvardi drew from these and other examples no less absurd, and in some 
cases, obscene, was that ‘these false equivalences empty the Nazi era of its unique 
horror and importance. They offer a dangerous trivialisation of the past and insult the 
victims of racial persecution and dictatorship. [Like the Oxford hotelier who 
compared his city’s traffic problems to the Holocaust.] There is simply a lesson here 
[though it will fall on the deaf ears of the Corbynistas]. One should invoke history to 
learn its lessons, not to score cheap political points.” The worst example of this 
exploitation, and therefore belittling of the Holocaust, was a tweet showing Home 
Secretary Suella Braverman smiling broadly outside a Rwanda _ refugee centre 
superimposed ona photo of a Jew on his knees before a group of SS_ officers, and 
another, standing at the entrance to Auschwitz, beneath its infamous logo, Arbeit 
Macht Frei. 

I would like an answer to two questions: First, it has been argued, and I quote 
examples in this book, that only white people can be racist. If so, then what of the oft- 
repeated accusation, made quite possibly also by some who agree with this proposition, 
that the Prime Minister and his Home Secretary, both Indians by origin, were 
implementing a racist migrant policy? Second, why do those who quite rightly campaign 
for the rights of refugees not point out that that sometimes, would-be asylum seekers 
can be their worst enemies. An eleven year old Iranian boy, no doubt speaking from a 
prepared script, said on UK TV that he and his parents ‘had no choice’ but to cross 
the English Channel in a small boat. Yes they did. They could have remained in France 
and requested asylum there, or in any other of the European countries they passed 
through to reach it, and been just as safe as in the UK, and as a series of tragic 
drownings have proved, a great deal safer than in a dinghy crossing a channel with 
the busiest shipping lanes in the world. I understand that despair drives people to take 
such risks, but the best solution is remove the cause of that despair. It should not be 
beyond the wit of the French and British governments, despite the rancours caused by 
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Brexit, to collaborate in the arrest and prosecution of the people traffickers, the 
rapid processing of asylum claims (in July 2023, the UK backlog of such claims was 
137,000) and provision for the proper accommodation of refugees pending their 
outcome, and, finally, the UK to accept its fair share of successful asylum applicants. 
The truth is, there is no easy solution to the refugee crisis, because it has been 
generated by factors and events beyond the control of those who have been obliged 
to cope with it. What is certainly wrong is deporting refugees to Rwanda instead of 
processing their claims in the UK, and denying all those that arrive illegally in the UK 
the right to claim asylum. 
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Stop Press 


February 18, 2023: The International Criminal Court issued warrants for the 
arrest of President Putin and his Commissioner for Children’s Rights (sic) Maria 
Vova Bulova. Both are charged with kidnapping Ukrainian children. Ukrainian 
authorities put the number of children abducted at 16,000. Corbyn defied a ruling 
of this court, the Rome Statute, which came into effect on July 1, 2002, when on 
December 19, 2002, he headed a list of signatories calling for the deployment 
of human shields in Iraq. The Rome Statute had defined and outlawed the use 
of human shields as a war crime. On March 30, five weeks after the indictment of 
Putin, came the appearance ina Manhattan court of his leading apologist in the 
West, former US President Donald Trump, charged with 34 counts of falsifying 
business accounts. Further charges of a far more serious nature were expected to 
follow. In the second week of April 2023, images appeared on social media of a 
Russian soldiers holding down a Ukrainian soldier while another cut off his head, 
ISIS fashion, with a knife, and then held his severed head aloft on a spike. Days 
later, in an intercepted phone call to his wife, a Russian serviceman described the 
castration of a Ukrainian prisoner. At the time of writing (April 14, 2023), unlike 
some of his political allies, Corbyn had not with withdrawn his demand that the 
West must stop supplying military equipment to Ukraine. 


On April 23, 2023, High Priestess of the Corbyn cult Diane Abbott had the 
Labour whip withdrawn after repeating in the Observer Livingstone’s claim that 
anti-Semitism was not racism, saying it was a ‘prejudice.’ : ‘In pre-civil rights 
America, Irish people, Jewish people and Travellers were not required to sit at 
the back of a bus.’ This is true. But, beginning in the 16 century, by order of 
the Catholic Church, Jews were segregated, into ghettoes, as they were by the 
Nazis in the 20" before being dispatched to death camps. Also under the Nazis, 
the Nuremberg Race laws of 1935 reduced German Jews to the status of second 
class citizens. During the Second World War, the Nazis enslaved Jews in vast 
numbers, who were then, unlike America’s black slaves, either worked to death 
or exterminated. It is incredible that Abbott seemed not to know that the Nazis 
regarded and treated the Jews as an inferior race, in fact, as they said themselves, 
as ‘sub humans’. It is impossible to imagine a racism more extreme. Yet Abbott 
said anti-Semitism was a ‘prejudice’ like any other, for example, one against 
people with red hair. Abbott’s lamentable excursion into Jewish history was yet 
one more example of the leftist Holocaust revisionism that gained such traction 
in Labour’s Corbyn years. Compounding her anti-Semitism was the lie that the 
Observer had published an ‘initial draft’ version of the letter she had sent in error 
and not the corrected final version she sent three hours later. The Observer 
confirmed that the two letters were identical, except that the first did not have 
a postal address, which was why the second was sent as requested. Even if what 
she said was true, her ‘initial draft’ would have made the same assertion that 
appeared in the (alleged ) second version, that anti-Semitism was not racism, 
because that was the entire purport of her letter. Momentum called for the whip to 
restored, as did the Corbynista ‘Jewish Voice for Labour’. 


Hard on the heels of the Abbott affair,on April 29, there erupted another anti- 
Semitic scandal, and, yet again, its source was the Left. The Guardian (yes, for 
the nth time, where else?) published a carton featuring the just resigned Chairman 
of the BBC, the Jewish Richard Sharp, who had been criticised for his financial 
dealings with fellow Tory and former Prime Minister Boris Johnson. This is how 
the Campaign Against Anti-Semitism described it: 


“Mr Sharp, who is Jewish, is portrayed with a large nose [having seen the cartoon, 
‘large’ is an understatement] and swarthy, gruesome features, like those seen in 
Nazi propaganda about the Jews. [Correct] Mr Sharp is seen to be carrying a box 
containing, among other items, a puppet of Prime Minister Rishi Sunak. Nazi, 
Soviet and other anti-Semitic propaganda has constantly portrayed Jews as puppet 
masters, secretly pulling the strings and manipulating politics. The box Mr Sharp 
is holding appears to read “Goldman Sachs” [Jewish owned, and second largest 
bank in the world] and contains a squid. He formerly worked at Goldman Sachs, 
which was once described in a Rolling Stone article as a “vampire squid”....Also 
featured in the grotesque cartoon is a pig vomiting blood. In anti-Semitic images, 
pigs often refer to the “otherness” of Jews for not eating pork, whilst blood can be 
a reference to the medieval “blood libel”, which accused Jews of drinking the 
blood of non-Jewish children, leading to the massacres of Jews.’ The Cartoonist, 
Martin Rowson, who was at school with Sharp, and knew he was Jewish, insisted 
‘his Jewishness never crossed my mind...it played no conscious [sic] role in how 
I twisted [sic] his features according to the standard cartooning playbook.’ 


Gideon Falter, Chief Executive of the CAA, said the publication of the cartoon 
constituted ‘a resignation offence for Editor Katharine Viner, whose newspaper 
has become known in the Jewish community for its platforming of anti-Semitism 
deniers, incitement during the Corbyn years and occasional relapses into raw 
medieval imagery of the kind published today. Under her editorship, the Guardian 
has given a genteel legitimacy to anti-Semitism and helped to fuel hatred against 
the Jews.’ 


Confirmation that Abbott and the Guardian were swimming with a powerful as 
well as polluted tide came on May 1, when the Jerusalem Post carried a story 
concerning the findings of an investigation into the prevalence of anti-Semitism 
among younger Western adults. Confined to Millennials (born around the mid- 
1980s) and the GenZ generation (mid 1990s), the same generations that were so 
easily beguiled by the Corbyn cult, the percentages denying the Holocaust were 
Holland, 23, Austria and Canada, 16, France 23, UK and US, 15. In Holland, the 
home of the Amsterdam Anne Frank Museum, 37% of Millennials and GenZ 
believed that two million or less Jews were killed in the Holocaust. Seeing that 
the Museum had been infiltrated by Jew-hating Muslims (See Chapter 5) I cannot 
see it reducing this percentage any time soon.. 


On May 1, the New Statesman carried a feature on Noam Chomsky’s stance on 
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine. In the course of a telephone conversation with the 


author of the article, he made a number of comments concerning the war that were 
entirely consistent with his principle we have seen applied to the Pol Pot regime 
in Cambodia, that the ‘the enemy is always at home’, and likewise, with his 
limitless gullibility concerning the conduct and motives of the West’s enemies. 
Asked if his observations were implying that Russia was fighting its war more 
humanely than did the USA against Saddam Hussain in 2023, Chomsky replied, 
‘I’m not implying it. It’s obvious.’ Obvious, that is, if one ignores or denies, as 
only Professor Chomsky, whose speciality is the meanings of words, can, the 
rapes, including of children, the kidnapping and deportation of children, the 
torture and murder of civilians, the beheading and castration of prisoners of war, 
the bombing of civilian targets, and the deliberate destruction of entire towns 
and cities, none of which crimes were committed by US forces in Iraq. 


In the first week of June 2023, Jeremy Corbyn visited Norway to take part in two 
events close to his heart, the first being a launching of a party opposed to NATO, 
where he was the featured speaker, and the second, a rally called to protest at the 
continued detention in the UK of the pro-Russian WikiLeaker, Julian Assange, a 
cause embraced by both the far left and far right. It was at this second event that 
when requested, he posed fora photo with a fellow protestor, who Corbyn later 
learned was Hans Jorgen Johansen, founder and leader of the Neo-Nazi Alliance 
Alternative party. When informed of his photo partner’s political identity, Corbyn 
said he ‘naturally condemned his abhorrent politics in the strongest terms’, some 
of which he nevertheless shared with Corbyn, including opposition to NATO and 
more generally, also like Corbyn, that there is a Zionist lobby at work in world 
politics and, like many of Corbyn’s collaborators in the anti-Israel cause, that the 
Holocaust never happened. This congruence perhaps explains why, following his 
photo opp, Norway’s neo-Nazi Fuhrer tweeted: ‘Jeremy Corbyn: a good man 
speaking the truth.’ 


As we have seen, like Corbyn’s, Tucker Carlson’s comments on the Ukraine war 
were recycled on Russian state TV. After his dismissal in April 2023 by Fox TV 
following the channel’s losing a costly libel action brought by Dominion Voting 
Systems concerning its alleged rigging of votes recorded in the 2020 Presidential 
Election, Carlson resurfaced on billionaire Elon Musk’s newly-launched channel, 
accusing Ukraine of demolishing the Kakhovka dam on June 5, 2023. He also 
launched a vicious, barely concealed anti-Semitic tirade against Ukraine President 
Volodymyr Zelenskyy, calling him, amongst other things, ‘sweaty and rat like,’ 
and ‘a persecutor of Christians’. 


My prediction that any challenge to Putin would come, not from Russia’s de- 
politicised masses, but from within the regime itself, was vindicated when the 
Wagner chief Prigozhin staged an abortive military rebellion on June 24, 2023. 
After advancing on Moscow without meeting any serious resistance, it fizzled 
out ina matter of hours after a deal was brokered by President Lukashenko of 
Belarus, in which Putin granted an amnesty to all the rebellion’s participants 
(after having only a matter of hours earlier, publicly accused them of treason) 


while in return, Prigozhin agreed to order his men to return to their bases and 

himself, to relocate to Belarus. Hours later, Putin revoked this deal, in a TV 
address, accusing Prigozhin of ‘stabbing Russia in the back’, and pledging that 
the organisers of the revolt would be ‘brought to justice.’ Then, later that same 

day, June 27, came yet another about turn, with the statement by Russian’s main 

internal security agency, the FSB, successor to the KGB, that as all participants 

in the revolt had ‘ceased their activities’, there would be no prosecutions. This in 
turn was put in doubt by subsequent reports claiming to originate from within the 
Kremlin elite, which suggested that Russia was heading fora re-run of Nazi 
Germany’s ‘Night of the Long Knives’, when Hitler, confronted with what he 
believed was a bid to usurp his grip on power, hunted down and murdered those 
whom he believed were its ring-leaders. This proved to be the case when, on 
August 23, a plane carrying Prigozhin and other leading members of Wagner 
was brought down en route from Moscow to St Petersburg, killing all on board. 


On June 28, in Sweden, a Christian Iraqi publicly burned a Koran as a protest, so 
he said, against Islam. Across the Muslim world and beyond, offended denizens 
of Allah went on their customary rampage, while Swedish politicians agonised 
over how to uphold their country’s protection of free expression without putting 
at risk their protracted negotiations with Turkey over Sweden’s admission to 
NATO. The possibility was aired, quite reasonably in my opinion, that the Koran 

burning had been staged ata very convenient moment for Russia, just as the 
negotiations seemed to be reaching a satisfactory conclusion. As I have said in 
the main body of this work, while I totally condemn book burning on moral and 
political grounds, I am opposed to it being criminalised so long as two conditions 
are met; that the book in question is legally the property of whoever is burning 

it, and not of any other person or institution; and that the burning does not 
legally constitute a fire or any other hazard. Now, contrast the global reaction to 
the burning of one single book to that of the burning, in 2019, of more than 
4,700 books, removed from the shelves of Canadian school libraries, in what was 
called a ‘flame purification ceremony’ (sic!) of books deemed to be politically 
incorrect. Whatever these sins may have been (The Adventures of Tintin was one 
of the titles consigned to the flames), they shrink to insignificance when compared 
to those of the Koran, with its genocidal hatred of the Jews, celebration of the 
torture and massacre of infidels, advocacy of wife beating and marital rape, the 
abduction of infidel women for sexual slavery and the rest. The response to this 

act of cultural vandalism in Canada was minimal and abroad, zero, partly due to 

the lack of media interest. Both the Nazis and the Catholic Inquisition also went 
in for book (and body) burning as a method of ‘purification’, so it should come as 
no surprise that the school board responsible for this outrage was the French 
language Conseil Scolaire Catholique Providence of South West Ontario. 


To conclude ona lighter note, though these stories also have a darker side to be 
sure. In April 2023, a player with a penis, but wearing a full-length burka, 
managed to get as faras the fourth round of Kenya’s annual women’s chess 
competition before being disqualified as a biological male. Back in the UK, in the 
first week of June,a Labour Shadow Cabinet minister, when asked during an 
interview whether a women could have a penis, was either unable or, more likely, 
unwilling, to give an answer. 


On June 10, 2023, as a Ryanair flight from Bologna to Tel Aviv neared Israel’s 
Ben Gurion airport, a cabin steward announced to passengers that it was about 
to land in ‘Palestine’. This message was repeated several times, in both English 
and Italian. In response, Jewish tempers rose to such a level that police had to be 
called to meet the plane on landing. A spokesperson for Ryanair said the steward 
had made ‘an innocent mistake with no intent.’ A Rabbi, Abraham Cooper of the 
Simon Wiesenthal Centre, had his doubts (as indeed do I): ‘How would Ryanair 
react if their flight attendant on a flight to Dublin had announced multiple times 
that passengers would soon be arriving the United Kingdom?’ Fair point, except 
that while Ryanair does do flights to the UK, it does not fly to ‘Palestine’, which 
renders the airline’s claim that the steward’s announcement was somehow an 
‘innocent mistake’ dubious, to say the very least. 


On July 3, 2023, there appeared in the media a report that in pursuit of its quest 
to be included in the LGBT+ 100 top employers list, the Bank of England had 
stated in its supporting 103 page dossier that, quote, “persons of all and any 
gender identities’ could be ‘birthing parents’, that is, pregnant. In line with this 
rebranding of one of the UK’s oldest institutions (founded in 1694) as totally up 
to speed on ‘diversity’, ‘inclusivity’ and the rest, I suggest that it should now be 
known, of course with the same traditional affection, as the Pregnant Person 
of Threadneedle Street. 


On July 31, 2023, the decidedly (and commendably) anti-woke Daily Telegraph 
carried a report concerning the censorship of supposedly anti-trans library books 
by Calderdale’s Labour Council. Among the titles removed from library shelves 
were Material Girls by Kathleen Stock, Trans: When Ideology Meets Reality by 
Helen Joyce, and Doublethink: Feminist Challenge to Transgenderism, by Janice 
Raymond. The next day, the Telegraph carried another story on the same subject. 
Not just in Calderdale, but across the country, because they could be seen as 
‘offensive’ by trans gender persons, in a circular titled ‘Welcoming LGBTIQ+ 
users: advice for public library workers’, libraries were advised by councils to 
limit the number of trans critical books on their shelves. Using this measure as 
a precedent, and given the prevailing official climate in such matters, I see no 
compelling reason why any pressure group claiming, spuriously or otherwise, to 
represent a so-called ‘identity’, cannot demand, in the interests of ‘diversity’ and 
‘inclusivity’, an identical censorship of books, and in fact all printed matter, that 
trigger their unique sensitivities. To be truly effective, the purge will have to be 
extended from libraries to book shops and all other locations and outlets where 


offending items might be on display. If pursued with the necessary thoroughness 
(and here, Nazi Germany, the Soviet Union and North Korea provide exemplary 
models), this policy will inevitably lead to the bookless future portrayed by Ray 
Bradbury’s Fahrenheit 451. To think that four centuries ago, an actor in the 17% 
Earl of Oxford’s As You Like It could proclaim on the stage of a London theatre, 
without fear of being ‘cancelled’, ‘give me leave to speak my mind, and I will 
through and through, cleanse the foul body of th‘infected world’, and in his 
tribute to the atheist Christopher Marlowe, fellow poet Thomas Nashe could say 
of him that ‘his life he contemned in comparison with freedom of speech.’ 


On September 22, 2023, the Prospect website carried an item by Alan Rusbridger 
on the response of Russell Brand cultists to accusations made against him of rape 
and sexual assault. Ranging from the far left to the far right, what they all had in 
common was the conviction that he had been the victim of a conspiracy. I quote: 


‘I have trawled through hundreds of the 73,000 and counting messages of support 
on Brand’s You Tube channel, with its 6.33 million subscribers. I have waded 
through the outpouring on his parallel channel on Rumble, which claims to be like 
You Tube but no censorship...The common thread is, “they” are all out to get 
Brand: “they” variously is, the Deep State, the Establishment, George Soros, Bill 
Gates’, ‘Big Pharma’ [re another conspiracy exposed by Brand - Covid 19], ‘the 
Illuminati’ [a favourite of both the far left and right], Antifa and possibly the 
Lizard people. Nigel Farage joined inon GB News: “There’s no evidence been 
produced. [Not so. The Sunday Times had published accounts by four women of 
sexual assault and rape by Brand.] He’s upset some very powerful people. He’s 
upset big government. He’s upset Big Pharma. He’s upset Bill Gates. He’s upset 
everybody.” “They” is a favourite word of Donald Trump’s: “they” want you to 
believe this, or “they” want to control you. And Brand and his followers have 
much in common with the former President and his own cult following, which 
appears impervious to facts, evidence, reasoning or truth.’ 


And, as we have seen, did the cult followers of Comrade Corbyn, who, also in 
defiance of ‘facts, evidence, reasoning and truth’, like Brand, blamed the West 
for Putin’s invasion of Ukraine. 


On July 8, 2023, the Daily Mail reported that the charity, Jo’s Cervical Cancer 
Trust, had adopted the term ‘bonus hole’ to describe the vagina. The thinking 
behind this new departure in human physiology, as reported by the Mail, was ‘to 
avoid upsetting non-binary or trans men.’ The glossary of terms in which ‘bonus 
hole’ appeared was developed with the help of the LGTB Foundation, and was 
titled ‘Language to use when supporting trans and/or non binary people.’ The 
glossary also provided ‘front hole’ as another alternative to vagina. The world’s 
woke capital, Canada, went astep further, with a cancer charity that actually 
advertised cervical cancer treatment for men. ‘Bonus’ and ‘Front Hole’? We are 
witnessing the birth (if I may be permitted to use that possibly transphobic term) 
of a new language. Orwell would have called it ‘Transpeak’ 


